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ABSTRACT
THE PERCEPTION OF CEOS AND CIOS IN REGARD
TO PLANNING AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS SUCCESS
IN HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE SOUTHEASTERN UNITED STATES

DECEMBER 2002
HOWARD CHAMBLESS WOODARD
A.A. MIDDLE GEORGIA COLLEGE
B.B.A. GEORGIA COLLEGE
M.M.I.S. GEORGIA COLLEGE
M.S. GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY
Ed.D. GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY
Directed by: Professor Michael D. Richardson
As information systems become an ever-increasing part of the educational
infrastructure, their successful implementation and operation become paramount and
strategic. It appears that information systems have not been utilized m a paramount or
strategic fashion by education, especially in organizations of higher education.
The intent of this research was to identify the perceptions of the presidents/chief
executive officers (CEOs) and the senior information systems executive'chief
information officers (CIOs) in not-for-profit institutions of higher education, accredited
by Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS), and whose highest conferred
degree is a master's degree or higher. The study reviewed certain institutional and
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respondent demographics. The perceptions queried related to four categories: (a)
institutional strategic planning, (b) information systems planning, (c) information systems
success, and (d) critical effect of information systems on the institution's operation. All
data collected were self-reported by the CEOs and CIOs of the surveyed institutions.
A total of 316 not-for-profit higher education institutions were sent a package
requesting that a survey be completed by the CEO and the CIO of the respective
institution. The mailing comprised the entire population of the study. Response was
permitted by mail and web. Usable responses were received from seventy-five
institutions; the respondents included forty-nine CEOs and fifty-two CIOs for a total of
one hundred one individual responses.
The major findings of this study may be summarized. Perceptions of CEOs and
CIOs in regard to planning and information systems success are the same in terms of
most of the variables of the study. The perceptions which differed were only in a matter
of degree. There were no occasions where the perceptions of the CEOs and CIOs were on
opposite ends of the continuum. Demographics have little to do with the perceptions of
CEOs and CIOs in regard to planning and information systems success. The criteria for
judging the success of the information systems function may be categorized into (a) user
satisfaction, (b) meeting goals and objectives, and (c) system reliability.

IX

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
DEDICATION

iv

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
VITA

v
vi

ABSTRACT

viii

LIST OF TABLES

xvi

LIST OF FIGURES

xix

CHAPTER
1.

INTRODUCTION
A.

B.

1

General Introduction
1. Planning
2. Education Administration
3. Information Systems

8
11

Review of Related Literature

13

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

13
15
16
17
18

A Historical Review of Planning
Organizational Strategic Planning
Educational Strategic Planning
Strategic Information System Planning
Information System Success

C. Statement of the Problem
D. Research Questions
E. Significance of the Study
F. Methodology
Research Design
Participants
Research Instrument

19
20
/L*> -->

24
25
25

Table of Contents (continued)
4. Procedures
5. Data Analysis
G. Limitations
H. Assumptions
I. Definition of terms used in study
J.
Summary'
II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE
A. Introduction
B. Historical view of planning
C. General planning
D. Organizational strategic planning
E. Educational strategic planning
F. Strategic information systems planning
1. Information systems planning characteristics
a.
b.
c.
d.

Why Plan
What to Plan
How to Plan
Who is Involved in the Planning

2. Other Planning Research
G. Information systems success
H. Summary
III RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
A. Introduction
B. Research Questions
C. Research Design
D. Participants
E. Data Collection
F. Instrumentation
1.

Content of the Instrument
a. Demographic information section
b. Semantic differential section

Page
26
27
27
28
28
29
31
31
32
33
35
37
40
45
46
47
50
60
63
72
82
84
84
85
86
88
88
91
93
94
94

Page

Table of Contents (continued)
c.

Open-ended qualitative section

95

G. Treatment of the Data Collected

98

1. Quantitative Data
2. Qualitative Data

99
101

a. Organizing the data
b. Generating categories
c. Coding the Data
d. Testing the emergent understandings
e. Searching alternative explanations
H. Summary

104

IV. REPORT of DATA and DATA ANALYSIS

106

A. Introduction
B. Research Questions
C. Pilot-Test Study
D. Participants
E. Data Analysis

106
107
109
109
109

1. Subquestion 1. What is the degree of success of
the institution's strategic planning, the information
systems planning and the information systems function?
a. Findings
b. Discussion

102
102
102
103
103

117

117
121

2. Subquestion 2. What is the degree of importance of the
often used measures in the success of the information
systems function?
a. Findings
b. Discussion
3. Subquestion 3. What is the degree of success of the
institution in achieving the institution's mission?

123
123
133

133

Table of Contents (continued)
a. Findings
b. Discussion
4. Subquestion 4. What is the degree of involvement of the
CEO and CIO in the strategic planning of the institution
and the strategic planning of the information systems
function?
a. Findings
b. Discussion
5. Subquestion 5. What is the degree of alignment between
information systems planning and the institution's
strategic plan?
a. Findings
b. Discussion
6. Subquestion 6. What is the degree of adequacy of financial
resources in institutional strategic planning and information
systems planning?
a. Findings
b. Discussion
7. Subquestion 7. What is the degree of success provided by
the information systems function in assisting with the
achievement of the institution's mission?
a. Findings
b. Discussion
8. Subquestion 8. What is the degree of implementation of
strategic plans of the institution and the information
systems plans?
a. Findings
b. Discussion

Page
133
137

137
137
144

144
144
147

147
147
151

151
151
154

154
154
157

Table of Contents (continued)

Page

9. Subquestion 9. What differences exist between the
perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on planning and the
success of information systems?
a. Findings
b. Discussion

157
157
163

10. Subquestion 10. What criteria are used by CEOs and CIOs
to judge the success of information systems function?
163
a. Findings
b. Discussion

163
164

11. Subquestion 11. What effects do demographics have on the
perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on planning and the success
of information systems?
164

12.

13.

F.

a. Findings
b. Discussion

164
167

Overarching Question: What are the perceptions of CEOs
and CIOs in regard to planning and information systems
success in not-for-profit institutions of higher education
whose highest degree conferred is a master's degree or
above, which are located in the southeast United States,
and are accredited by the SACS?

167

a. Findings
b. Discussion

168
172

Qualitative Data: Open-ended Questions

173

a. Finding
b. Discussion

173
174

Summary

V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
A. Summary
B. Analysis of Research Findings

175
176
176
177

Table of Contents (continued)

Page

C. Discussion of Research Findings
1. Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in Regard to Planning and
Information Systems Success
2. Demographic Factors
3. Criteria for Judging the Success of Information Systems
D. Conclusions
E. Implications
F. Dissemination
G. Recommendations

178

178
180
181
181
183
185
185

References

188

Appendices

203

Appendix A. Research Instrument

204

Appendix B. Initial Cover Letter to the Institution

211

Appendix C. Informed Consent Letter for Respondent

213

Appendix D. Follow up Letter to Institution

215

Appendix E. Instruction for Online Survey

217

Appendix F. Letter of Approval from IRB

219

LIST OF TABLES
Table

Page

1.

Research Instrument Item Analysis

96

2.

Chi Square Test for Goodness of Fit for State in a Survey of
CEOs and CIOs in Higher Education in Southeastern
United States

110

Chi Square Test for Goodness of Fit for SACS Level in a Survey
of CEOs and CIOs in Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States

Ill

3.

4.

Chi Square Test for Goodness of Fit for Type of Institution in a
Survey of CEOs and CIOs in Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States
112

5.

Number of Responses Received by Earned Degree within
Position in Survey of Higher Education in Southeastern
United States

114

Number of Respondents Classified by How Data Collected Mail or Web in Survey of Higher Education in Southeastern
United States

115

Number of Respondents Ranked by Experience (Years in
Current Position) in survey of Higher Education in
Southeastern United States

116

Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Success in
Institutional Planning, Information Systems Planning and
Information Systems Function in a Survey of Higher
Education in Southeastern United States

119

Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of IiTiportance
of Often Used Measures of Information Systems Success
in a Survey of Higher Education in the Somhcastern
United States

125

6.

7.

8.

9.

xvi

List of Tables (Continued)

Page

Table
10. Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Success of the
Institution in Achieving the Mission of the Institution in a
Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States

136

11. Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Involvement of
CEOs and CIOs in the Institutional Strategic Planning and
Information Systems Strategic Planning Function in a Survey
of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States

139

12. Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Alignment of
Information Systems Strategic Plan and the Institution's
Strategic Plan in a Surv ey of Higher Education in the
Southeastern United States

146

13. Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Adequacy of
Financial Resources Used in the Institutional Strategic Planning
Function and Information Systems Strategic Planning Function
in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States

149

14. Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Success that
Information Systems Function Provides in Achievement in the
Institution's Mission in a Survey of Higher Education in the
Southeastern United States
15. Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Implementation of
the Institution's Strategic Plan and the Information Systems Plan
in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States

.153

156

16. Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Importance of the
Information Systems Planning as a Measure of Success of
Information Systems Function and the Alignment of Information
Systems Plan and the Institutions' Strategic Plan as a Measure of
Success of Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher
Education in the Southeastern United States
160
17. Analysis of Variance of Significant Differences of Means by
Institutional Demographic Data in a Survey of Perceptions of
CEOs and CIOs in Higher Education in Southeastern
United States

xvn

165

List of Tables (Continued)

Page

Table
18. Analysis of Variance of Significant Differences of Means by
Respondent Demographic Data in a Survey of Perceptions of
CEOs and CIOs in Higher Education in Southeastern
United States

166

19. Factor Analysis Rotated Component Matrix Using Combined
Data from Survey from Higher Education in Southeastern
United States

169

20. Factor Analysis Rotated Component Matrix Using CEO Data
from Survey from Higher Education in Southeastern
United States

170

21. Factor Analysis Rotated Component Matrix Using CIO Data
from Survey from Higher Education in Southeastern
United States

171

xvm

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure

Page

1.

DeLone and McLean Model of Information Systems Success

2.

The Degree of Success in Institutional Strategic Planning
Function as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher
Education in Southeastern United States

118

The Degree of Success in Information Systems Planning
Function as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher
Education in Southeastern United States

120

The Degree of Success in Information Systems Function as
Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education
in Southeastern United States

122

The Importance of On-Time and Within-Budget as a measure
of Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher Education
in the Southeastern United States

124

The Importance of information systems being fully used as a
measure of Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher
Education in the Southeastern United States

127

3.

4.

5.

6.

80

7.

The Importance of User Satisfaction with Information Systems as
a measure of Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher
Education in the Southeastern United States
128

8.

The Importance of Information Systems Quality as a measure of
Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher Education in
the Southeastern United States

129

The Importance of Information Quality as a measure of
Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher Education in
the Southeastern United States

131

9.

xix

List of Figures (Continued)

Page

Figure
10. The Importance of Individual Impact Received from an
Information System as a measure of Information Systems
Success in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States

132

11. The Importance of Organizational Impact Received from an
Information System as a measure of Information Systems
Success in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States

134

12. The Degree of Success in Achieving the Institution's Mission
as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher
Education in the Southeastern United States

135

13. The Degree of Involvement of the CEO in the Institution's
Strategic Planning as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey
of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States

138

14. The Degree of Involvement of the CIO in the Institution's
Strategic Planning as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey
of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States

141

15. The Degree of Involvement of the CEO in the Information
Systems Strategic Planning as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs
in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States

142

16. The Degree of Involvement of the CIO in the Information
Systems Strategic Planning as Perceived by CEOs and
CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States

143

17. The Degree of Alignment between the Information Systems
Plan and the Institution's Strategic Plan as Perceived by
CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the
Southeastern United States

145

1 8.

The Degree of Adequacy of Financial Resources Used in the
Institution's Strategic Planning as Perceived by CEOs and
CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States

xx

148

List of Figures (Continued)

Page

Figure
19. The Degree of Adequacy of Financial Resources Used in the
Institution's Information Systems Planning Function as
Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education
in the Southeastern United States

150

20. The Degree of Success that the Information Systems Function
Provides in Assisting in the Achievement of the Institution's
Mission as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher
Education in the Southeastern United States

152

21. The Degree of Implementation of the Institution's Strategic
Plan as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher
Education in the Southeastern United States

155

22. The Degree of Implementation of the Institution's Information
Systems Plan as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of
Higher Education in the Southeastern United States

158

23. The Degree of Importance of Information Systems Planning
as a measure of Information Systems Success in a Survey of
the Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in Higher Education in the
Southeastern United States

161

24. The Degree of Importance of the Alignment of Visions, Goals,
and Objectives between the Institution's Strategic Plan and the
Information Systems' Plan as a measure of Information Systems
Success in a Survey of the Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in
Higher Education in the Southeastern United States

162

xxi

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Society is changing in very fundamental ways. The technology that has been
created is being used to reshape the very world that created it. That technology is both the
result of and the cause of the information age that affects every aspect of the society. The
knowledge base available to our society is expanding at a staggering rate and the
challenge is to handle it in an efficient and effective manner. Hence, systems have been
devised to organize the knowledge and the result is information systems. Information
systems affect most aspects of business, education and personal lives (McNurlin &
Sprague, 1989). The systems may aid, impress, or even frustrate, but they affect
everyone as they function in a society engrossed in acquiring information.
General Introduction
Comedian Groucho Marx, once observed, "It isn't so much that hard times ar;
coming; the change observed is mostly soft times going" (Bradley, Daniels & Jones,
1975, p. 118). This quote describes the world of information systems today, especially
educational infonnation systems. The future may not bring hard times, but the future will
not be the soft times of the past. The world is becoming much, more complex with
technological change (McNurlin & Sprague, 1989)

In this environment, infonnation is

critical to decision-making and planning of organizations. In tum, planning is importaiit
to information systems.
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Often, when technological change occurs, many are disappointed because too
much is expected to be accomplished too soon (Lewis, 1983). Lewis also believed this to
be the case with planning. To merely survive, much less to succeed in this
technologically changing environment, any organization, including educational
institutions, must know where it wants to go. It must make plans for how to get there, and
then convert the plans into action. An educational institution cannot just sit back and
allow destiny to deliver its will. There is an old saying, "No one plans to fail; they just
fail to plan."

Will the planning solve all educational problems, predict the future, or

prevent mistakes? The answer is a resounding no. It will, however, minimize the degree
to which educational administrators will be surprised by societal and technological
changes and it will enable them to revise goals and objectives by relating to the dynamic
variables within the educational environment (Lewis). As Sir William Osier (1849-1919),
Regius Professor of Medicine at Oxford, once observed, "When schemes are laid in
advance, it is surprising how often the circumstances fit in with them."(Osier, 1904, p.
144)
Planning
When striving to accomplish a mission, planning becomes important to an
organization (Boone & Kurtz, 1992). Planning is defined, according to Merriam-Webster
(2001) as "the act or process of making or carrying out plans, specifically, the
establishment of goals, policies, and procedures for a social or economic unit" (planning,
para. 1). The dictionary defined a plan as "a method for achieving an end" (plan, para. 2 ).
Plans can be considered an expected development of the planning process (Boone
Kurtz). Often, it is an organization or institution that plans. Organizations and
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institutions are entities that have an administrative and functional structure, and which
use this structure for a variety of functions (i.e. educational, business, governmental, and
non-profit). Therefore, the terms organization or institution may refer to a structure using
any of these functions. The individuals who serve in leadership capacities in these
structures are managers or administrators.
Planning might not guarantee success in accomplishing organizational goals and
objectives; but it is rare for an organization to succeed solely by luck or circumstance
(Boone & Kurtz, 1992). Boone & Kurtz suggested that the planning process causes
managers to concentrate on the goals and objectives of the organization.
Boone & Kurtz (1992) suggested that an organization should have goals and
objectives, and a detailed guideline on how to achieve the goals and objectives. The
logical questions which arose at this point were: (a) where will these goals and objectives
lead an organization, (b) w hat will happen to the organization if it is successful in
achieving these goals and objectives. It appeared from this line of reasoning that
something else must be needed, even before goals and objectives are developed, or
guidelines on how to achieve the goals and objectives are considered. For what is the
organization striving? What is the organization using its defined goals and objectives to
accomplish? There is an ancient saying: "Where there is no vision, the people perish"
(Proverbs 29:18, New International Version). Kaufman, Herman, & Watters (1996) stated
that "the past is prologue to the future and planning is an attempt to make positive change
and create—even invent—a new tomorrow" (p. 83). Planning must tackle the future.
However, some administrators view planning or the future with anxiety, therefore, they
are hesitant to plan. Kaufman et al. advocated that visions are crucial in any organization.
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Drucker (1993) reminded us, organizations should attempt to create the future since the
future cannot be predicted.
Therefore, it makes logical sense that any organization desiring to be successful in
creating its vision, must develop plans which will accomplish the goals and objectives
that will lead to crafting that vision. Boone & Kurtz, (1992) stated that business
organizations have learned that information is important in making the decisions needed
to implement its plans. McNurlin & Sprague (1989) noted the way to acquire that
information is to use the organization's information systems in a strategic capacity.
Merriam-Webster (2001) defined strategic as, "of great importance within an integrated
whole or to a planned effect" (strategic, para.2). From a business point of view, Senn
(1990) defined strategic as "a system or application that changes the way a firm
competes." (p. 820). This term then may be generalized so that strategic is anything that
changes the way an organization functions with respect toward reaching its desired
vision. Therefore, the strategy depends upon the information just as the information
depends upon the strategy.
Businesses recognized that the organization must have information or knowledge
upon which to make decisions necessary to achieve its vision (Drucker, 1964). What is
information? Is there any difference between data, information, and knowledge? Stair
(1992) defined data as raw facts while information is the collection of these facts in an
organized way so that they have additional value beyond the value of the facts
themselves. Merriam-Webster defined knowledge as "the fact or condition of being
aware of something" (knowledge, para. 1). Drucker (1993) saw knowledge making the
individual central. "Knowledge is always embodied in a person; carried by a person;
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created, augmented, or improved by a person; applied by a person; taught and passed on
by a person; used or misused by a person" (p. 210). Goldratt (1990) asked is
"information in the eye of the beholder?" (p. 4). He answered, "Intuitively we understand
information to be that portion of the data which impacts our actions, or if missing or not
available will impact our action" (p. 4). Goldratt summarized:
We almost cannot escape the realization that the distinction between data and
information does not lie in the content of a given string of characters. It lies more
in its relationship to the required decision. ... Can we, in our changing world, ever
be in a position where we can distinguish, a priori, what is information? ... We
have attempted to define information as the data required to reach a decision. This
attempt didn't carry us too far, but nevertheless, intuitively we feel that
information can be defined only within the framework of how we make decisions.
Maybe we should define information not as 'the data required to answer a
question' but as 'the answer to the question asked.' ... You see, the minute that
we define information as the answer to the question asked, it means that
information is not input to the decision process, it is the output of the decision
process. Accepting this definition implies that the decision process itself must be
imbedded in an information system, (pp. 4, 6)
Data, information and knowledge are three terms that paradoxically have similar
and very different meanings. The different meanings are perhaps best described by
Empson (1999) as (a) data are objective facts, presented without judgment or context, (b)
data becomes information when it has been categorized, analyzed, summarized, and
placed into context, (c) information becomes knowledge when it is used by persons to
make comparisons, assess consequences, establish connections, and engage in a dialogue.
Thorn (2001) added that a clear progression occurs along the path as value is
added to data, when context is combined with data to create information. A further
transformation occurs, when human experience is added to information to make value
judgments about, and comparisons of, different information.
The meaning of knowledge has changed over the years and this change has led
modem capitalism to being inevitable and dominant (Drucker, 1993). Drucker sees three
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basic paradigm shifts that have occurred historically in relation to knowledge. First,
knowledge was applied to tools, processes and products. This created the Industrial
Revolution which started around 1750. Second, knowledge was applied to work. This led
to the Productivity Revolution, a period from about 1880 to about World War II.

Third,

knowledge was applied to knowledge itself. This produced the Management Revolution,
which started shortly after Wrorld War II, and which is still occurring. Drucker sees
knowledge as the only meaningful resource today, even more important than land, labor,
and capital. Data, information and knowledge are important in the organizations of today.
Data, information and knowledge are much more important today in our highly changing
world than ever before (McNurlin & Sprague, 1989). Drucker proposed that with "respect
to knowledge challenges; we can only ask questions—and hope that they are the right
questions" (p. 15). Senn (1990) even proposed that the answers are not important; it is
the questions, which are important. For depending on the way the questions are framed,
will dictate the answers to the questions.
So how is an organization to manage all of the data, information, and knowledge
required to make the critical decisions? To do so, an organization must develop an
information system capable of storing the raw data and information, which managers and
administrators will then synthesize into the knowledge necessary to make decisions that
become the answers to the questions asked (Goldratt, 1990). McNurlin & Sprague,
(1989) suggested that to obtain the most benefit from information systems, the
organization must plan for the final outcome of those systems. In other words,
information system success will not just happen, it requires planning. An organization
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must plan for information systems success as it does with any other kind of planning or it
will not occur (McNurlin & Sprague).
Planning may be divided into three types: (a) strategic, (b) tactical, and (c)
operational (Kaufman et al., 1996). Each type has a purpose and place in an
organization and is interwoven. As previously noted, strategic is defined as of great
importance within an integrated whole or to a planned effect (Merriam-Webster, 2001).
This requires that the overall plan cover the vision of the organization as a whole.
Kaufman et al. state that, "Strategic planning is a forward-looking, proactive option" (p.
4). Merriam-Webster (2001) defines tactical as "occurring at the battlefront" (tactical,
para. 1). This is the part of the organization that faces the day-to-day battles and must
support the strategic vision of the organization. Operational planning undertakes the
execution of the functions that comprise the tactical plan. Each type of planning becomes
a subtype of the previous level, planning within planning at all levels of the organization
(Kaufman et al.). Grove (1995), the president of Intel, summed the idea as follows:
Much confusion exists between what is strategy and what is tactics. Although the
distinction is rarely of practical significance, here's one that might be useful. As
you formulate in words what you plan to do, the most abstract and general
summary of those actions meaningful to you is your strategy. What you'll do to
implement the strategy is your tactics. Frequently, a strategy at one managerial
level is the tactical concern of the next higher level, (pp. 105-106)
Planning must be accomplished at all levels of an organization, but the strategic
level is where senior administrators and managers must apply their time and effort
(Kaufman et al). The focus of any organization wishing to succeed must be planning
(Drucker, 1973). All organizations must do a better job in their planning functions
(Kaufman et al., 1996).

8

Planning then is very important for the administrator of any organization of higher
education, for institutions of higher learning face the same challenges as any other
organizations, to meet their vision and missions while attempting to survive in a changing
society immersed in acquiring information and creating knowledge (Lewis, 1983). Howdoes one apply the planning principles in education administration? In order to answer
that question, the commonalities, differences, and challenges of education administration
must be explored.
Education Administration
Merriam-Webster (2001) defined administration as "performance of executive
duties or management (administration, para 1). The dictionary (Merriam-Webster)
defined management as "the conducting or supervising of something (management,
para. 1). It is apparent from these definitions that administration and management may be
used interchangeably (Knezevich, 1975). Regardless of the term used, the concept of
leadership plays a part in the function of administration (Northouse, 2001). Managers
may or may not be leaders. Bennis & Nanus (1985) made distinctions between managers
and leaders. "Management controls, arranges, does things right; leadership unleashes
energy, sets the vision so we do the right thing" (p. 21).
Administration began when society started to organize to achieve its goals
(Knezevich, 1975). Knezevich believed that administration is a fundamental part of any
organized society and is "crucially needed for maintaining and expanding the relevance,
effectiveness, and productivity of complex institutions" (p. 3). Knezevich discussed the
start of education administration in the following manner:
The need for the formal study of the administration of public education grew out
of the increasing complexity of educational institutions. School administration as
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a unique area of formal study and research is a twentieth century phenomenon....
Public school administration, or for that matter the administration of private
schools, is relatively new and distinctly American. The illusion that anyone with a
good general education can become an effective administrator was common in
Europe and other countries. ... Administration is a means to an end, a facilitating
mechanism. ... The form that education administration should assume is
determined in large degree by the function of education in society, (pp. 4, 5)
Educational institutions need administration to push them forward efficiently and
effectively to the achievement of their goals (Knezevich, 1975). Drucker (1954) called
administration an essential service that once started becomes indispensable.
Administration can also be considered a process, what is called management in other
types of public and private institutions or organizations (Knezevich). Therefore,
education organizations require competent administrators who need skills of management
(Knezevich).
Knezevich (1975) defined education administration as " a social process
concerned with identifying, maintaining, stimulating, controlling, and unifying formally
and informally organized human and material energies within an integrated system
designed to accomplish predetermined objectives" (p. 13). Drucker (1954) contended that
while administration or management has a professional and scientific dimension, it is a
practice and can never be an exact science. Drucker stated, "The ultimate test of
management is business performance. Achievement rather than knowledge remains, of
necessity, both proof and aim." (p. 9)
A debate has raged in education administration. According to Sergiovanni, (1996)
educational institutions are not like other organizations; therefore education
administration should develop its own theories and practices and not import theories from
other disciplines such as management anchored in business schools. Sergiovanni's major
objection to business is that these theories are based on economic principles that are not
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applicable to education institutions. He asked why these imported theories have not
solved the problems of education they were imported to solve.
The alternative side of the debate would argue that Sergiovanni asked the wrong
question. Kaufman et al. (1996) would suggest that the reason the theories have not
worked in education is that education administrators have not defined their societal megavision. Business organizations know that their visions must meet societal goals in the
long run or their organizations will not exist, specifically because of economics (Drucker,
1993). Lewis (1983) would agree as shown by the following statement:
In our modem, technological, and dynamic society the life of organizations is
directly dependent upon their sustaining the public's perception of them as
serving some "useful to people" purpose, both today and in the future. Tenure of
managers and other people in both public and private organizational leadership
positions is contingent upon a thorough knowledge base and understanding of this
phenomenon, (p. vii)
It appears that some in education administration have not fully grasped the
concept that all of society's goals have some form of economic content (Drucker, 1964).
In any society the economy is essential (Drucker, 1993). The job and societal vision of
education administration must be to educate individuals to function in a knowledge
society by providing economic benefit to society (Kaufman et al, 1996). In order to
accomplish this vision, educational organization must turn around from today's practice
and take additional approaches in achieving their societal visions (Lewis, 1983). Drucker
(1993) stressed that:
To turn around any institution—whether a business, a labor union, a university, a
hospital, or a government—requires always the same three steps:
1.

Abandonment of the things that do not work, the things that have never
worked; the things that have outlived their usefulness and their capacity to
contribute;

11

2. Concentration on the things that do work, the things that produce results,
the things that improve the organization's ability to perform; and
3. Analysis of the half-successes, the half-failures. A turn-around requires
abandoning whatever does not perform and doing more of whatever does
perform, (p. 160)
Deming (1994) supported applying improvement principles that work in business
to government and education. Richardson, Blackboum, Ruhl-Smith, & Haynes (1997)
showed that continuous improvement methods from Deming and others have been
pursued by education. Knezevich (1975) noted that the educational accountability
movement closely resembles the management-by-objectives movement (MBO) started by
Drucker (1964). As noted by these references (Deming; Drucker, 1993; Kaufman et al.,
1996; Knezevich; Lewis, 1983; Richardson et al.), there appears to be more support for
the idea that education administration is very similar to administration and management
of all organizations.
Administrators of organizations of higher education will continue to face the
challenges of a changing environment, where information continues to be a major factor
in the making of critical decisions and leading the education organizations into the future
(Drucker, 1990). It is, therefore, important for them to acquire skills in using information
systems to meet these challenges (Picciano, 2002).
Information Systems
Senn (1990) defined information systems as "a (computer-based) system that
processes data into a form that can be used by a recipient for decision-making purposes"
(Appendix p. A24). What should be the objective of information systems? McNurlin &
Sprague, (1989) suggested that:
In the early days of transaction processing, the systems acted as a "paperwork
factory"—to get employees paid, customers billed, products shipped, and so on.
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During that era, the objectives of information systems were defined by
productivity measures such as percentage of up-time for the computer, throughput
(number of transactions per day), and lines of program code written per week.
Later in the management information systems era, the focus of information
systems shifted to producing reports for "management by exception" or summary
reports for all levels of management. This era gave us the classic information
systems objective to get the right information to the right person at the right
time....
Even the "right information" objective fails to note whether anything useful
results from the delivery of the information. We suggest as an appropriate focus
the following mission for infonnation systems in organizations: To improve the
performance of people in organizations through the use of information
technology.
The ultimate objective is performance improvement—an outcome or result goal
instead of a go-through-the-steps process goal. The focus is the people who make
up the organization, (pp. 12-13)
A major criterion, for information systems to be useful to administrators, must be
that the information systems are successful in meeting the missions and objectives in
their own right (Rockart, 1982). This study looked at the characteristics of successful
information systems and the interactions with other functions within the organization.
Similar characteristics and interactions were found in planning, educational
administration and information systems (Kaufman et al., 1996.; Lewis, 1983, Lederer &
Sethi, 1988). Education administrators seek to accomplish their visions for their
institutions. To do so they use the methodologies of planning at all levels of the
organization (Kaufman et al.). To have the vital information to make decisions in the
current changing environment they must use information systems to the fullest capacity
(McNurlin & Sprague, 1989). It is therefore suggested that administrators can use
information systems to promote their planning at all levels, but especially strategic
planning (Lucas, 1999). A review of the literaaire looked for relationships and
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suggestions on how to utilize the information to improve the strategic plans of institutions
of higher education.
Review of Related Literature
An initial review of the professional literature in regard to planning, educational
institutions, and information systems revealed the use of different research
methodologies, participants, and purposes for the studies. To facilitate the review of the
literature, the discussion was divided into the following sections: (a) a historical review
of planning, (b) organizational strategic planning, (c) educational strategic planning, (d)
strategic information systems planning, and (e) information systems success. Each of the
above areas is discussed in the following sections.
A Historical Review of Planning
Knezevich (1975) suggested that administration began when society organized to
achieve its goals. If one is striving to achieve goals, then planning becomes important.
Shafritz & Ott (2001), discussing classical organizational theory, stated
No single date can be pinpointed as the beginning of serious thinking about howorganizations wrork and how they should be managed. One can trace writings
about management and organizations as far back as the known origins of
commerce. A lot can be learned from the early organizations of the Muslims,
Hebrews, Greeks and Romans, (p. 27)
Planning also seems to have been utilized from this time frame of the origin of
commerce. Moses (1491 B.C.) used planning in the Exodus of the tribes of Israel from
Egypt. Sun Tzu (503 B.C.) discussed laying plans as a technique used by a successful
general before a battle in The Art of War (Giles, 1910). Socrates (400 B.C.) explained
that a leader who knows what he needs will make a good leader (Xenophon, 1869).
Machiavelli (1532) urged planning, maybe even conniving, to his readers who would be
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leaders (Shafritz & Ott). For the next few hundred years, the nation-states and their
military were the major organizations using planning (Wall & Wall, 1995).
The history of strategic planning began with the military as one can see from the
definition of strategy previously cited. Taking its name and roots from the military
model, early models of formal strategic planning according to Wrall and Wall (1995):
... reflected the hierarchical values and linear systems of traditional organizations.
Undertaken by elite planning function at the top of the organization, its structure
was highly vertical and time-bound. A certain period would be set aside to
analyze the situation and decide on a course of action. This would result in a
formal document. Once this was done, the actual work of implementation - which
was considered a separate, discrete process - could begin, (p.6)
Most of the movement of formal planning was a recent phenomenon of the
twentieth century (Knezevich, 1975). Fayol (1949), originally published in France in
1916, viewed some administrative functions common to all types of organizations. He
identified five basic elements of administration: (a) planning, (b) organization, (c)
command, (d) coordination, and (e) control. In 1926, Mary Parker Follett anticipated the
movement toward more participatory management styles by calling for "power with" as
opposed to "power over", an approach requiring more planning to achieve goals (Shafritz
& Ott, 2001). Authors and researchers listed planning as the first major function of an
administrator (Campbell, Corbally, & Ramseyer, 1958; Drucker, 1954; Gregg, 1957;
Gulick & Urwick, 1937; Johnson, Kast, & Rosenzweig, 1967; Newman, 1950; Newman
& Simmer, 1961; Sears, 1950). Individual definitions differ among authors but all seem
to include planning as an essential part of organizational strategy. Since the planning
function is divided into the levels of (a) strategic, (b) tactical, and (c) operational
planning, the first responsibility of an administrator should be organizational strategic
planning (Kaufman et al., 1996).
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Organizations use different names for strategic planning in their area, but the
names refer to the same function. For example, organizational strategic planning is used
in business, educational strategic planning in education, and strategic information
systems planning or information systems planning in the discipline of information
systems (Boone & Kurtz, 1992; Kaufman et al., 1996; King & Teo, 1997; Lederer &
Sethi, 1988). Information systems and its terminology may be used across organizations
such as business organizations, educational organizations, government organizations and
other non-profit institutions. Drucker (1954) and Fayol (1949) suggested that
administration is the same across organizations; therefore the planning functions should
also be similar.
Organizational Strategic Planning
Shogan (1988) showed managers have long accepted planning as a necessary
component of successful complex systems and projects. However, planning will not
guarantee success, but without it the chances of success decrease significantly (Kaufman,
2000). In 1965, Anthony proposed a framework for planning and control systems In the
framework, which became known as Anthony's Triangle, he divided the framework info
three classes: (a) strategic planning, (b) management control, and (c) operational control.
This definition and framework of strategic planning continues as a major foundation of
today's work on strategic planning.
Drucker (1964) argued organizations must seek results; it is the purpose of their
existence—to accomplish something. In business this translates into economic
performance.
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Gibson, Ivancevich, & Donnelly (2000) held that "the planning function includes
defining the ends to be achieved and determining appropriate means to achieve the
defined ends" (p. 17). Senn (1990) defined strategic as "a system or application that
changes the way a firm competes" (p. 820).
Intended results of strategic planning activities are the shared understanding about
what the organization is endeavoring to achieve (Gibson et al., 2000). Strategic planning
is not about making future decisions at the present time or making future decisions
following a rigid plan. It is about making present and on-going decisions anticipating the
future (Drucker, 1973).
Educational Strategic Planning
America must become a learning society to survive in a knowledge society
(Toffler, 1970). Therefore, educational institutions must assist learners to become
successful in a world that demands knowledge, thought, problem solving, and
competence (Kaufman et al., 1996). Kaufman et al. suggested that continuing to put
money and muscle into the current system is to deny the changing conditions involving
education in society. Reality demands that administrators rethink and re-plan so
education today can produce the useful citizens of tomorrow (Kaufman et al.). Drucker
(1993) warned that continuing the current mode of planning and operation would simply
make organizations better and better at doing what should not be done at all. Drucker
said, " But one thing we can predict: the greatest change will be the change in
knowledge—in its fonn and content; in its meaning; in its responsibility; and in what it
means to be an educated person" (p. 218). Even Albert Einstein observed that our world
is characterized by a proliferation of means and a confusion of goals (Kaufman et a!.).
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Educators seem to have this problem today: they argue about resources and processes, but
do not have a clear purpose (Kaufman et al.) Kaufman et al. suggested that educators
must set useful destinations before improved contributions will result to learners and the
shared world. Changing the labels is not enough; a paradigm shift must occur in the way
administrators look at education. They must become strategic thinkers (Kaufman et al.).
Educational strategic planning should create a better future for individuals,
groups, organizations, and society. Poor planning will bring education to an even worse
destination than is currently being reached. Strategy, structure and information go
together. Mason (1983) advocated that, "Strategy begets structure. Structure, in turn,
begets the need for administration information" (p. 261).
Strategic Information Svstem Planning
Information systems planning (ISP) was recognized as a major issue in 1968 by
Kriebel. The analysis of ISP as an important issue continued throughout the 1970s
(McFarlan 1971; Siegel, 1975; McLean & Soden, 1977). In the late 1980s ISP was
considered a major issue by both information systems executives and general managers
of large organizations (Brancheau & Wetherbe, 1987). In the mid 1990s information
system planning was still considered important by executives of major organizations
(Brancheau, Janz, & Wetherbe, 1996). Martin (1982) and Moskowitz (1986) found
organizations usually applied one of several methodologies (e.g. Business Systems
Planning, Critical Success Factors, Entity-Relationship Analysis, Information
Engineering) in trying to perform effective information system planning. Implementation
of these methodologies was a major problem for information systems managers (Lederer
& Mendelow, 1986; Sinclair, 1986). Lederer and Sethi (1988) found that systems
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planned are not necessarily implemented and systems implemented are not necessarily
planned. The study suggested two major problems in implementing information systems
planning: (a) the "difficulty in securing top management commitment for implementing
the plan" and (b) the need for "substantial further analysis in carrying out the plan" (p. 1).
There appears to be little research dealing with the relationship between planning and
information systems success (Lederer & Sethi).
Information System Success
Garrity (1963) recognized information system success as a major issue early in
the computer age. Since then there have been several studies, which tried to decide how
to measure successful information systems (Baroudi, Olson & Ives, 1986; Chandler,
1982; Ein-Dor & Scgev, 1978; Gallagher 1974; Ives & Olson 1984; Ives, Olson &
Baroudi, 1983; Tait & Vessey, 1988; Zmud, 1979;). The studies have measured systems
for effectiveness, efficiency, and success. Success, in most of these studies, was defined
in terms of various surrogates, which were then used to measure success. In the early
days of information systems, organizations considered it a proper measure of the success
if a system was on time and within budget (Garrity, 1963). Later the emphasis shifted to
use (Chandler, 1982). A last shift was to user satisfaction (Bailey & Pearson, 1983).
Most of the measures to date are true in the negative (DeLone & McLean, 1992).

If they

are NOT present, the system is usually not successful. If they are present, the system still
may not be a success. Therefore, this concept supports a conclusion that something else
is required in the formula for measuring the success of information systems. The
literature (Garrity, 1963; McNurlin & Sprague, 1989; Premkumar & King. 1994;
Wallace, 1986) has shown that goals and objectives are important for the success of
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individual information systems projects. Since goals and objectives are important to
planning, it may be supposed that there is a relationship between planning and
information systems success (Leader & Sethi, 1988).
Statement of the Problem
As information systems became an ever-increasing part of the educational
infrastructure, their successful implementation and operation became paramount and
strategic. However, the research indicated that information systems have not been
utilized in a paramount or strategic fashion by education, especially in organizations of
higher education. Since information systems have been employed in the business
environment longer than in education, there may be an opportunity to transfer knowledge
learned in deploying information systems in business to education administration. Other
concepts from business have been applied to education with some success, such as using
Deming's continuous improvements techniques. Literature from business on planning
and information systems success showed what is known in the area to date. Therefore
questions may be formulated on what additional information would be beneficial to
acquire. The initial review of literature establishes that infonnation systems in business
are not always successful, as defined by the models used, nor are they always planned.
Two key areas have been explored in business research: (a) information systems planning
and (b) information system success. However, little in the way of relationships between
the two areas has resulted.
What is not known is whether there is a relationship between planning and
information system success in organizations, especially higher education. The goal of this
research is to determine the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in regard to planning and
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information systems success in organizations of higher education. This environment
involved two basic issues. How, are the information systems considered successful as
perceived by the chief executive officer and the chief information officer in organizations
of higher education? Is planning important in their success?
Research Questions
This research sought to identify perceptions of the presidents/chief executive
officers (CEOs) and the senior information systems executive/chief information officers
(CIOs) in institutions of not-for-profit higher education, located in the southeastern
United States of America, accredited by Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
(SACS), and whose highest conferred degree is a master's degree or higher. The
perceptions queried relate to four categories: (a) institutional strategic planning, (b)
infonnation systems planning, (c) information systems success, and (d) critical effect of
information systems on the institution's operation. The questions were divided into a
major overarching question with multiple sub questions related to the detail sub parts of
the area of study. The major overarching question was: What are the perceptions of CEOs
and CTOs, in regard to planning and information systems success in not-for-profit
institutions of higher education whose highest degree conferred is a master's degree or
above, which arc located in the southeast United States, and are accredited by the SACS?
The sub questions were grouped by the aforementioned four categories. The
research sub questions were based on the perceptions of the CEOs and CIOs, and the
questions were as follows:
1.

What is the degree of success of the institution's strategic planning, the
information systems planning and the information systems function?

21

2. What is the degree of importance of the often used measures in the success
of the information systems function?
3. What is the degree of success of the institution in achieving the
institution's mission?
4. What is the degree of involvement of the CEO and CIO in the strategic
planning of the institution and the strategic planning of the information
systems function?
5. What is the degree of linkage and alignment between information systems
planning and the institution's strategic plan?
6. What is the degree of adequacy of financial resources in institutional
strategic planning and information systems planning?
7. What is the degree of success provided by the information systems
function in assisting with the achievement of the institution's mission?
8. What is the degree of implementation of strategic plans of the institution
and the information systems plans?
9. What differences exist between the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on
planning and the success of information systems?
10. What criteria are used by CEOs and CIOs to judge the success of
information systems function?
11. What effects do demographics have on the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs
on planning and the success of information systems?
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Answers to these questions provided additional knowledge to the academic fields
as well as the practitioners in the fields of educational administration and information
systems.
Significance of the Study
The study reviewed issues of organizational planning in education, planning of
information systems, and the success of information systems in the literature. Initial
literature review showed that information systems managers and general managers of
organizations, including administrators of institutions of higher education, ranked both
planning and information systems success as key issues. Organizations expended large
resources on information systems; therefore those systems needed to be successful.
Planning over the years has been more technical in nature. It has concentrated on the task
oriented projects. With the growing complexity of the global environment, planning has
shifted to the higher level of strategic planning. Information system organizations must
plan m concert with the mission and goals of the organization, in order to be considered
successful.
The questions remained. When is an information system a success? How does an
organization effectively plan for information systems? After planning, how is the plan
implemented? What causes the problems of implementation, and how are these problems
overcome? The answers to these questions are very important to all organizations,
especially to institutions of higher education.
This study provided contributions to knowledge in both areas of academic
research and practical knowledge. In the area of academic research, additional
know ledge concerning the characteristics of information system planning, measures of
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success, and the effect of institutional planning and information systems planning on
information systems success were added. This assists in developing additional models
related to information systems planning and success. It identified characteristics needed
for any information system planning methodology.
The study provided practitioners with additional insights into the areas of
information systems success and how planning is related to it. This should result in
higher education administrators being better able to understand, implement, and manage
their information systems plans.
This study was also important to the researcher in a personal way. Having spent a
good portion of his previous career in information systems in business organizations, the
researcher saw the possibility to apply knowledge gained previously to the field of
education. Even if business organizations may be ahead of education in applying
planning to information systems and aligning the information systems visions with the
organizational visions, the business organizations have not completely succeeded in this
endeavor. Therefore, there is an opportunity for knowledge to be transferred in both
directions between business organizations and educational institutions of higher learning,
as well as other organizations. Information systems should be used as a tool to advance
the overall mission of any organization. For this to occur, an organization must have a
vision of where it wishes to be in the future and a plan on how to get there. Information
systems, then, must be designed to assist in achieving that mission and the planning of
both the organization and the information systems of that organization must align and
work as an interwoven pattern. This study laid the foundation for future studies seeking
to continue the knowledge gain of how the improvement of information systems can
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supply the information needed to assist in making educational institutions more
successful in their overall societal mission.

In the current knowledge society, it is

essential that educational institutions of all levels achieve the vision of an educated
citizen functioning in an information based society.
Finally, the development and testing of operational measur es for the planning
characteristic variables provided advancement toward the development of better
assessment measures and instruments for further information system planning research in
higher education. Future research can be built on this, by testing similar conditions in
specific industries.
Methodology
The methodology of a research study was the process used to conduct the study
(Babbie, 1989). Many different techniques, from qualitative to quantitative, may be used.
However the specific method used, should be disclosed in enough detail, so other
researchers may review the procedures as well as replicate the study if desired (Creswell,
1994).
Research Design
The researcher used a survey to answer the research questions of this study.
Babbie (1989) classified the purposes of a study into (a) exploratory, (b) description, and
(c) explanation. Using the classifications, this study was both exploratory and descriptive
in nature. To examine the perceptions of chief executive officers (CEOs) and chief
information officers (CIOs) in regard to planning and the success of their information
systems the survey instrument consisted of both quantitative and qualitative approaches.
Krathwohl (1993) stated that survey research methodology combines both qualitative and
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quantitative approaches to assist the researcher in describing and validating the results of
the research.

This study consisted of multiple phases. The phases are discussed in the

section, Procedures. The study was a cross-sectional survey design, since the data is
collected at one point in time (Babbie, 1990). A parallel sample design exemplifies the
comparison of data from two distinct and independent populations (i.e. CEOs and CIOs)
in regard to the same topic (Babbie, 1990).
Participants
The population of interest was not-for-profit educational organizations that confer
master and doctoral degrees, located in the eleven southeastern states and accredited by
the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). The current membership list
showed 316 institutions in this category (Southern Association of Colleges and Schools,
2002). The study attempted to survey the chief executive officer and the chief
information officer of each institution.
The researcher divided the returned surveys into groups by state, and level.
SACS divides colleges and universities into six levels, which refers to the highest degree
offered by an institution. Within the groups, the data was classified into strata such as
large, medium and small by size of organization based on enrollment. This permitted an
overall analysis as well as analyses by size, SACS level, and type of institution to see if
any differences exist.
Research Instrument
The research method employed by this study was a survey. The researcher
conducted a cross-sectional survey by the mail questionnaire method of data collection.
The researcher used the data collected from the survey to address the proposed research

26

questions. The researcher created measurement questions using a semantic differential
scale for the constructs needed in an instrument and piloted the instrument for reliability
and validity on a small sample of institutions of higher education outside of SACS.
Procedures
The procedure for the study consisted of multiple steps within four phases.
In phase one the researcher created the instrument to assess the relationship
between planning and successful information systems in organizations of higher
education using the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs. In phase two the researcher
conducted a survey to collect the data divided into the following steps: (a) assembled the
questions needed to collect the data, using Dillman's Total Design Method (1978) as a
checklist, and (b) conducted the survey with appropriate follow up for non-response bias
as needed. In phase three the researcher analyzed the data using the following steps: (a)
organized the returned questionnaires for appropriate data coding and data entry; (b)
described the data using the appropriate descriptive statistics; and (c) conducted
appropriate statistical analysis to be able to answer the research questions. In phase four
the researcher evaluated the data analysis frorn phase three to determine the answers to
the proposed research questions: (a) determined if the results of the statistical analysis
answer the research questions at an acceptable level of significance, interpreting the
results using the proper statistical tests at .05 level of significance; (b) discussed the
findings, (c) drew appropriate conclusions from analysis of the data, and (d) will report
significant findings in the appropriate journals. The detail steps of the procedure were
adjusted as necessary.
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Data Analysis
Quantitative and qualitative research methodology was used to analyze the data
generated by the survey (Babbie, 1989). These data determined how CEOs and CIOs
perceive planning in relationship to successful information systems. Data regarding
selected demographic information from the respondents were also collected from the
questionnaire.
The researcher utilized the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) (George
& Mailer/, 2001) to analyze the data generated by the survey. The SPSS software
package is frequently used for data analyses in the fields of social sciences, education,
and business. The software covers a wide range of end-to-end analysis, including data
management (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000).
Both descriptive and inferential statistics were applied in this research study.
Descriptive statistics, such as frequency of numbers, percentages, means, and standard
deviations, are defined by Mason (1986) as the "procedures used to summarize masses of
numerical data" (p. 9). These procedures were used to examine and report demographic
characteristics of the CEOs and CIOs of the educational organizations. Mason defined
inferential statistics as "the methods used to find out something about populations based
on a sample" (p. 12). Inferential statistics were used to deduce the characteristics
gathered from the sample to the population and to develop a research agenda to extend to
universities as a whole.
Limitations
This study was limited in the following ways: (a) the study included only
participants in the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) of the eleven

southeastern states of the United States of America, (b) the study included only not-forprofit universities which issue master or doctoral degrees, (c) the study included only
participants from universities that agree to answer the required survey, and (d)
questionnaire response of a self reporting nature are always a possible limitation to the
study. However, well-known survey techniques were utilized to increase response rate
including follow-up for non-response. This resulted in an acceptable response rate to the
survey.
Assumptions
For the purposes of this study, the following assumptions were established: (a) the
participating chief executive and chief information officers responded accurately with
regard to their perceptions of successful information systems and their use of planning in
the organizational and informational setting, and (b) the sample of universities that issue
master and doctoral degrees received will be representative of other organizations of
higher education in the southeast.
Definition of terms used in study
Alignment is the close linkage between the organization's strategic planning and
the information systems planning with regard to achieving the organization's mission.
An Organization of Higher Education is a college or university that issues master
and doctoral degrees, located in the eleven southeastern states of the United States as
accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS).
Chief Executive Officer is the highest-ranking executive in a company or
organization, responsible for carrying out the policies of the board of directors on a dayto-day basis.
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Chief Information Officer is the highest-ranking individual in the information
technology group or department, responsible for carrying out the policies of the
organization on a day-to-day basis.
Extent of Success is defined by the perceptions of the CEOs and CIOs involved in
the study.
Plans are (a) a method for achieving an end, (b) an often customary method of
doing something, e.g. procedure, (c) a detailed formulation of a program of action, or (d)
goal, aim.
Planning is the act or process of making or carrying out plans, specifically, the
establishment of goals, policies, and procedures for a social or economic unit.
Planning Characteristics are the factors used in planning (e.g. methodology used,
who involved, and as part of organizational goals).
Planning Model is a schematic description of a planning phenomenon that
accounts for its known or inferred properties and may be used for further study of its
characteristics.
Summary
Society is changing in very essential ways. Research indicates a number of
things. First, that information has become indispensable in this ever-changing
technological world. Second, organizations must have a vision for the future if they
expect to continue to exist and since they cannot predict the future they must attempt to
create it by following the plans designed to fashion their vision of the future. Third,
creating plans and making decisions in executing those plans are vital to an
organization's success. Fourth, information systems' implementation and operation are
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critical to an organization's decision making. Fifth, in order for information systems to
supply the needed information for decision-making in an organization, the information
systems themselves must be successful. Sixth, for information systems to be successful
information systems planning is required and this planning must be aligned with the
organization's strategic plans. Therefore, the relationship between planning and its effect
on information systems success is critical to an organization's success.
The research also showed that organizations of higher education have a unique
task and position in the current societal change (i.e. these institutions must educate
individuals to function in this technologically changing society). The research suggested
a set of steps to accomplish the task. First, the education administrators must first learn
how to achieve this task for their own institutions. Second, it is essential that
administrators learn how to align the vision of their respective institutions with the needs
of society. Third, they must align the information systems of the institution with the
strategic plans of their organization so the best information for decision-making is
available for them to use. This study attempted to ascertain where administrators
perceive themselves to be on this continuum.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
A review of literature provides the foundation of a research study and
accomplishes several purposes (Creswell, 1994). First, the literature review shares with
the reader the results of other studies that are closely related to the current study. Second,
it relates the study to the larger discussion of the topic in the body of literature present at
that point in time. Third, it provides a framework for establishing a comparison of the
study with other findings already reported (Creswell). This review looks at planning in
organizations at both the organizational level and the functional level. The functional
level reviewed is information systems. The researcher is studying the relationship
between planning and information systems success.
Introduction
Planning is important to ever}' organization's success and has been recognized as
such for at least the last fifty years (Drucker, 1954, 1964, 1973, 1993; Kaufman, Herman,
& Walters, 1996; Kaufman, 2000; Lewis, 1983; Shafritz & Ott, 2001). Planning should
take place at all functional levels within an organization (Kaufman et al.). Planning and
success at the functional levels should build upon and complement each other to increase
the success of the organization as a whole (Kaufman). Planning has a long history, but
the history becomes the foundation for the present.
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Historical view of planning
Planning has been utilized since the early days of recorded human history'.
Historians record the Exodus of the tribes of Israel from Egypt around 1491 B.C.
(Shafritz & Ott, 2001). According to the account in the book of Exodus in the Bible (New
International Version), Moses used a variety of planning techniques to organize and lead
the tribes of Israel on their journey through the wilderness. The plans included the
organization for the movement of the group, the plans for the encampment, as well as the
span of control for the leaders of the tribes (Exodus, NIV). According to tradition, Moses
grew up in the household of the Pharaoh of Egypt; therefore it is possible that these
planning techniques were known even earlier than this account.
Sun Tzu (503 B.C.) in his famous The Art of War discussed the importance of
planning for a general fighting a war. Sun Tzu said:
The art of w ar is of vital importance to the State.
It is a matter of life and death, a road either to safety or to ruin. Hence it is a
subject of inquiry which can on no account be neglected.
The art of war, then, is governed by five constant factors, to be taken into account
in one's deliberations, when seeking to determine the conditions obtaining in the
field.
These are: (1) The Moral Law; (2) Heaven; (3) Earth; (4) The Commander; (5)
Method and discipline. (Giles, 1910, Chapter 1, Sections 1- 4).
Sun Tzu showed that the general must use deliberations when planning the
conditions needed to fight a successful campaign. Sun Tzu even suggested that success
could be predicted by observing the planning methods of the general (Giles). Success was
defined as victory while failure was defined as defeat. The purpose was to acquire the
objective of the mission (Giles).
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Modem writers studying Sun Tzu suggested that the five conditions of Sun Tzu's
chapter one relate to common elements of environment today (Michaelson, 2001).
Michaelson proposed modem terms: (a) moral law refers to moral influence or the spirit
of the mission, (b) heaven refers to outside forces, (c) earth refers to terrain or
marketplace, (d) commander refers to the concept of leaders and leadership, and (e)
method and discipline refer to guiding principles.
Evidence of planning or the lack thereof continues throughout history, from the
successful planning of the great military campaigns of Alexander the Great, Pompey the
Great, Julius Caesar, Charlemagne, Washington, Andrew Jackson, Grant, Sherman, Lee,
Stonewall Jackson and D-Day to the planning failures of Troy, Carthage, Napoleon, and
Hitler (Shafritz & Ott, 2001).

Evidence is also available to suggest that there are equal

examples of planning success and failure in governments, organizations, and institutions
throughout history' (Shafritz & Ott). These examples are a token of the historical use of
planning. Planning has been utilized since the early recording of human history. The next
sections explore planning from a general concept to a more specific area of information
systems.
General planning
Planning becomes a focal point in achieving the mission of any organization
(Boone & Kurtz, 1992). Boone & Kurtz suggested that plans are a natural outgrowth of
the planning process, and should be detailed expressions of the action necessary to
accomplish the stated goals and objectives. Boone & Kurtz listed several reasons that
make planning vital for every organization: (a) affecting performance, (b) focusing
attention on objectives, (c) offsetting uncertainties and anticipating problems, (d)
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providing guidelines for decision-making, and (e) facilitating control. They cited several
empirical studies and articles (Anonymous, 1989; Eastlack & McDonald. 1970; Herold,
1972; Thune & House, 1970; Wood & LaForge, 1979) that provide evidence that
organizations that engage in formal planning consistently outperfonn those organizations
that do not. Because the planning process involves developing methods to achieve goals
and objectives, it causes managers to focus on the goals and objectives. Planning
requires a collection of information, information which then can be used to develop plans
and detailed guidelines on how to achieve the goals and objectives (Boone & Kurtz).
Managers or administrators may also use this information to develop alternative or
contingency plans or to make more informed decisions. Having a plan also gives the
manager or administrator a better means of controlling the events inside an organization
(Boone & Kurtz). Boone & Kurtz (1992) suggested that an organization must have goals
and objectives, and a detailed guideline on how to achieve the goals and objectives.
This then is what planning is all about: (a) developing a vision of the future, (b)
evaluating the current position of the organization in relation to that vision, (c)
determining the goals and objectives that will move the organization from where it is in
the present to the future with the vision as reality, (d) developing a strategy for
accomplishing the goals and objectives that will create the vision, and (e) following the
plan, adjusting the plan as circumstances require (Kaufman et al., 1996). It appears then
that a vision is the first requirement before an organization can work on defining goals
and objectives (Boone & Kurtz, 1992; Dmcker, 1973; Kaufman et al., 1996; Lewis,
1983).
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To create such a vision requires a strategy. What is a strategy? Merriam-Webster
(2001), defined strategy as, "The science and art of employing the political, economic,
psychological, and military forces of a nation or group of nations to afford the maximum
support to adopted policies in peace or war" (strategy, para. 1). A strategy is necessary to
ensure a successful completion of the goals and objectives. Drucker (1964) reminded,
"Successful planning is always based on maximizing opportunities" (p. 137).

Planning

must be accomplished at all levels of an organization, but the strategic level is where
senior administrators and managers must apply their time and effort (Kaufman et al,
1996). Planning then is very important for the administrator of any organization of higher
education, for institutions of higher learning face the same challenges as any other
organizations, to meet their vision and missions while attempting to survive in a changing
society immersed in acquiring information and creating knowledge (Lewis, 1983).
Organizational strategic planning
Planning must become the focus of any organization wishing to succeed (Drucker,
1973). Organizations, especially educational institutions, must do a better job in their
planning functions (Kaufman et al., 1996). Drucker (1973) states the tasks organizations
need to accomplish well:
Management has no choice but to anticipate the future, to attempt to mold it, and
to balance short-range goals and long-range goals. It is not given to mortals to do
well any of these things. But lacking divine guidance, management must make
sure that these difficult responsibilities are not overlooked or neglected but taken
care of as well as is humanly possible. The future will not just happen if one
wishes hard enough. It requires decision—now. It imposes risk—now. It requires
action—now. It demands allocation of resources, and above all, human
resources—now. It requires work—now. (pp. 121-122)
Managers have long accepted planning as a necessary component of successful
complex systems and projects (Shogan, 1988). Planning will not guarantee success, but
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without it the chances of success decrease (Kaufman, 2000). Anthony (1965) proposed a
framework for planning and control systems. The framework became known as
Anthony's Triangle. He divided the framework into three classes: (a) strategic planning,
(b) management control, and (c) operational control. This definition and framework of
strategic planning continues to be used today. Anthony defined strategic planning as:
The process of deciding on objectives of the organization, on changes in these
objectives, on the resources used to attain these objectives, and on the policies
that are to govern the acquisition, use and disposition of these resources.
Strategic planning ... is a process having to do with the formulation of long
range, strategic plans and policies that determine or change the character or
direction of the organization, (p. 24)
According to Drucker (1964) organizations must seek results. This is the purpose
of their existence—to accomplish something. In business this translates into economic
performance. Drucker states:
Economic performance is the specific function and contribution of business
enterprise, and the reason for its existence. It is work to obtain economic
performance and results. And work, to yield results, has to be thought through and
done with direction, method, and purpose, (p. ix-x)
Gibson, Ivancevich, & Donnelly (2000) held that "the planning function includes
defining the ends to be achieved and determining appropriate means to achieve the
defined ends" (p. 17). Senn (1990) defined strategic as "a system or application that
changes the way a firm competes" (p. 820). Therefore, planning to achieve an
organization's vision must be a strategic function.
Intended results of strategic planning activities are the shared understanding about
what the organization is endeavoring to achieve (Gibson et al., 2000). Strategic planning
must be flexible, changing as often as situations, opportunities, or forecasts of the future
change (Gibson et al.). Strategic planning is not about making future decisions at the
present time or making future decisions following a rigid plan. It is about making present
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and on-going decisions anticipating the future (Drucker, 1973). Porter (1985) suggested
that competitive advantage is achieved by creating and sustaining superior performance,
which requires strategic planning.
Rockart (1979) suggested that information is important to the chief executive, but
the information given to them is usually not in the format needed to form major strategic
decisions. Rockart proposed that the critical success factors model be used to develop the
informational need of the chief executives.
Information is vital in making strategic decisions. Strategic decisions and
planning is essential in assisting organizations to successfully achieve their mission.
During this period of educational reform, educational institutions must use strategic
planning or be left not knowing where to go and how to get there (Kaufman, 2000).
Educational strategic planning
Reality demands that administrators rethink and re-plan so education today can
produce the useful citizens of tomorrow (Kaufman et al., 1996). Drucker (1993) warned
that continuing the current mode of planning and operation would simply make
organizations better and better at doing what should not be done at all. Drucker said, "But
one thing we can predict: the greatest change will be the change in knowledge—in its
form and content; in its meaning; in its responsibility; and in what it means to be an
educated person" (p. 218). This will require more strategic planning in educational
institutions (Lewis, 1983).
In 1983, Lewis opened his book on planning for educational administrators by
stating, "Everyone talks about planning, but few are able to put it into successful
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practice" (p. 1). In discussing the need for planning because of the difficulty in predicting
the future, Lewis stated:
Recognizing the dynamic forces of change in public education, three assumptions
can be made about the future:
1. It will differ from the past.
2. It will be difficult to predict.
3. The rate of change will be faster than ever before, (p. 3-4)
Lewis (1983) contended that before an educational organization can engage in
strategic planning, it must understand the nature and purpose of planning, and why the
organization itself exists. Lewis suggested some "truisms" when dealing with
educational strategic planning:
1.

Planning is difficult.

2.

There will be resistance to change.

3.

Planning takes time.

4.

Planning reveals and clarifies opportunities and threats.

5.

Good planning focuses on major needs.

6.

Planning is a training process.

7.

Planning will improve communications.

8.

Planning focuses on decisions about the future, (pp. 23-24)

Lewis (1983) identified differences in long-range and short-range plans as they
relate to educational institutions. He stated that an effective planning process should
accomplish four things:
1. Improve decision-making ability of planning unit administrators.
2. Enhance planning unit administrators' ability to function.
3. Affect all major key results areas ...positively.
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4.

Increase student learning and growth, (p. 245)

Kaufman et al. (1996) cited Albert Einstein's observation that our world is
characterized by a proliferation of means and a confusion of goals. Kaufman et al. also
stated:
We argue about how—in terms of resources and processes—education should do
its job, but we do not have clear purposes toward which to chart our course. We
are working as hard now as we know how. But that won't improve education's
contribution to learners and our shared world until we set useful destinations,
(p. 9).
Kaufman et al. (1996) suggested that simply changing labels will not work.
Administrators must change the way they look and think about education. Administrators
must do a paradigm shift, and become strategic thinkers, if they are to succeed in an everincreasingly changing and technologically impacted environment. Educational strategic
planning creates a better future for individuals, groups, organizations, and society.
"Planning identifies where to go, it justifies why, and shows how we get there" (p. 12).
Kaufman et al. suggested that poor planning will bring education to an even worse
destination than is currently being reached. Kaufman et al. suggested that education is
rediscovering the system approach and this approach will assist in better planning for the
future. Kaufman et al. developed a planning methodology to be used by educational
institutions, built on the system approach, consisting of three levels of planning, a level
for each type of planning.
The three levels of planning are (a) mega, (b) macro, and (c) micro (Kaufman et
al., 1996). The mega level deals with the educational institution and its societal impact.
The good of society is part of the new organizational planning paradigm. In this area
society has an influence on the mission and vision of the educational organization; this
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forms the strategic planning of the organization. The level of payoff in this area is society
and community. The macro level refers to the tactical level of planning where the
organization is the level of payoff. The micro level refers to the operational level of
planning where the level of payoff is the small groups within the organization. The macro
and micro level of planning is internal to the organization while the mega level affects the
external environment of the organization. Kaufman (2000) developed a step-by-step
approach to planning for all three levels for the educational institution.
Education administrators must use information systems to achieve their strategic
plans. Latham (1998) observed that some view information systems as a necessary evil
for schools, but technology is here to stay and must be utilized. The strategic plan in
education, relative to information systems, must be a portfolio approach with both
curriculum applications and administrative applications synergized to meet the overall
objectives of the educational organization (Latham).
Strategic information systems planning
As early as 1968 Kriebel recognized information systems planning (ISP) as a
major issue. Analysis of ISP as an important issue continued to be reported throughout
the 1970s, by McFarlan (1971), McLean and Soden (1977), and Siegel (1975). By the
late 1980s ISP was considered a major issue by both information systems executives and
general managers of large organizations (Brancheau & Wetherbe, 1987). In the mid
1990s information system planning was still considered important by executives of major
organizations (Brancheau, Janz, & Wetherbe, 1996). Organizations usually applied one of
several methodologies (e.g. Business Systems Planning, Critical Success Factors, etc.) in
trying to perform effective information system planning (Martin, 1982; Moskowitz,
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1986). Implementation of these methodologies was considered a major problem for
information systems managers (Lederer & Mendelow, 1986b; Sinclair, 1986).
In the first major study on strategic information systems planning McLean and
Soden (1977) adapted Anthony's (1965) definition of planning to Information Systems.
The definition of Information Systems Planning (ISP) evolved over the last thirty-five
years. McLean and Soden stated that the primary objective of ISP was: (a) improve
communications with users, (b) increase top management support, (c) better-forecast
resource requirements, (d) better allocate resources, (e) determine more opportunities for
improving management information systems (MIS) department, and (I) identify new and
higher payback computer applications. McLean and Soden presented an analysis of
strategic planning in management information systems (MIS) as practiced in a variety of
firms from different industries. They presented conceptual underpinnings to management
and planning, and established the research discipline of strategic information systems
planning.
McFarlan, McKenney and Pyburn (1983) suggested that for some organizations,
information systems activities are of great strategic importance, while for other
organizations information systems play a distinctly supporting role. The researchers
developed a strategic grid that could be used to plot where an organization would fit in
relation to their use of information systems in a strategic nature. The dimensions on the
grid were: (a) the use of infonnation systems in current operations, and (b) the use of
infonnation systems in future operations. The dimensions were measured from low to
high. The grid produced a 2 by 2 matrix with resultant classifications of: strategic,
turnaround, factory and support. The strategic classification consisted of organizations
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which are critically dependent on information systems for their current operations and
their future application. The turnaround classification consisted of organizations whose
current operations are not absolutely dependent on the functioning of their information
systems but their future is critically dependent on the information systems under
development. The factory classification consisted of organizations which heavily depend
on information systems for smooth operations, but the future development of information
systems is not fundamental to the firm's ability to compete. The support classification
consisted of organizations in which neither their current nor their future operations are
fundamentally dependant upon the smooth functioning of their information systems. This
strategic grid concept suggested that no single planning approach will fit all
organization's needs. Tukana & Weber (1996) utilized this model to test if organizations
forced to use an approach not consistent with the grid had more planning problems than
those which used a method suggested by the grid. Some results supported the thesis while
others did not. The authors suggested additional study.
Throughout the 1980s researchers continued to add constructs to the definition of
strategic information systems planning developed by McLean and Soden. Moskowitz
(1986) added the development of an organization-wide Data Architecture to the
definition. In 1986, Vitale, Ives and Beath added the concept of identification of
Strategic Applications.
Even though plans were made, there is no guarantee that the plans will be
implemented. Lederer and Sethi (1988) found that systems planned are not necessarily
implemented and systems implemented are not necessarily planned. Their study
suggested two major problems in implementing information systems planning: First, is
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the "difficulty in securing top management commitment for implementing the plan" (p.
1). Second, is the need for "substantial further analysis in carrying out the plan" (p. 1).
The current study looks at the development and implementation of strategic plans of the
educational institutions surveyed.
Planning also requires input and agreement from the management team. Loomis
(1988) suggested that to successfully implement a corporate strategy, a management team
must: (a) agree on what constitutes success, (b) reward those who foster success, and (c)
teach every manager to recognize and seize opportunities that increase this success.
Management must support an information system that regularly reports true measures of
success. Further, a support systems checklist should include questions about risk-taking,
bonus systems, and corporate culture. Organizations should design systems to meet
long-term goals. However, strategies sometimes change. Thus, strategy implementation
occurs in a confusing world. Management must prepare the organization to recognize
opportunity. These opportunities may take the form of choices including: (a) the long
and short term, (b) investment in internal development and reporting of earnings per
share, and (c) strategies that optimize either the functional unit or the organization.
Gorry and Scott Morton (1989) noted that a framework for viewing management
information systems was essential to plan effectively and to sensibly allocate resources to
MIS tasks. Understanding managerial activity was necessary for effective MIS design
and implementation. The authors proposed a framework built on three major categories,
system design, organizational structure, and model. Database concepts, types of analysts
and managers, and organization structures all differ along the Strategic Planning to
Operational Control axis. Gorry and Scott Morton suggested that a decision-centered
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view of an organization provided the best basis for information technology development,
and planning and control systems were needed at the strategic, tactical, and operational
levels. While the best implementation strategy can be very different in each cell of the
decision framework, in all cases, actual need, rather than a fascination with technology,
should drive the process. The authors suggested that organizations should motivate users
to take ownership of a new, system-based way of doing their jobs.
Another view of the importance of information systems and their planning was
from the competitive impact point of view. There was enthusiasm for stones that
demonstrate the competitive impact of information systems (Senn, 1989). Across all
industries, a variety of examples of strategic information systems can be found. The use
of computers and data communications systems can affect an enterprise in three ways, (a)
improve efficiency, (b) improve effectiveness, and (c) improve competitiveness. Senn
cited several myths surrounding information systems including:
1. Strategic information systems are the preferred system.
2. Gains in competitive advantage are carefully planned.
3. Sustainable competitive advantage can be developed.
4. Innovations for competitive advantage originate within the information
systems group.
5. Advantages accrue only from large improvements.
6. Risk is limited; firms can't lose by trying.
Senn suggested careful deployment of information technology can produce
considerable competitive advantage as well as improvements in effectiveness and
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efficiency. To avoid being trapped by the strategic information systems myths, managers
should:
1. Examine business processes before technology.
2. Be working on the next development before releasing the current one.
3. Involve the information systems staff with persons outside the department.
4. Add value.
The importance of the integration of business planning and information systems
planning was supported by a stage of growth model proposed by King and Teo (1997).
The model conceptualized the evolution of ISP in terms of business planning and
information systems planning integration. Knowing the stage of growth in integration
should pennit administrators to better understand and manage the alignment of the
organizational planning and information systems planning (King & Teo). The findings
were consistent with previous research (Cash, McFarlan, & McKinney, 1988; Premkumar
& King, 1992) which "found that different roles of information systems function often
result in different planning practices" (p. 298).
Information systems planning characteristics
Infonnation systems planning characteristics are made up of a variety of factors.
This review will discuss the characteristics relating to the following areas: (a) why plan,
(b) what to plan, (c) how to plan, and (d) who is involved in the planning. An
organization must address decisions in each of these areas to develop a planning
methodology suited for that respective organization.
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Why Plan
There are numerous reasons to plan. Wallace (1986) suggested that the benefits of
strategic information systems planning (SISP) prevail over the effort to develop. Wallace
listed management participation, guidance, cooperation, personnel recruitment, and
priority recognition as major benefits of developing SISP. Wallace also discussed
problems that occur without planning. The problems were exhausted capacity, shifting
priorities, and inefficient programming policies.
Another reason to plan involved the changing business environment. Freund and
Schlier (1989) proposed that to keep pace with changing corporate planning strategies,
information systems executives must review, evaluate, and update their current missions.
As a function of the corporate infrastructure, information systems development needed a
mission statement based on a full partnership with both users and top management. As
corporate strategies change, senior executives became aware that technology can and
must be used to assist in achieving corporate objectives, corporate data can and must be
used as a strategic weapon, and to achieve the first two goals, information systems must
be included in the corporate planning process. If information systems were to achieve
strategic objectives, information systems management must not allow other departmental
objectives to interfere with the principles, standards, and approaches of the development
infrastructure. Senior management must consider the availability of information systems
resources for projects, as well as all other resources necessary, prior to a corporate
decision.
A third reason to plan deals with the changing technological and knowledge
society. Technology and knowledge are changing so fast that if an organization does not
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plan, the future may surprise the organization and that surprise may be fatal (Drucker,
1993, 2001). The free market of the future will be the flow of information, not trade
(Drucker, 2001). This will require more planning for an organization to assemble the
strategic information needed to make critical decisions affecting the organization.
After an organization is persuaded that there is reason to plan, the next decision
must be what to plan. The organization must review its organizational vision and mission
and determine what efforts are crucial to achievement. This analysis develops the
framework of what to plan.
What to Plan
What to plan is a key question for all organizations. What is important today may
not be tomorrow. Strategic planning is fluid, changing as often as situation, opportunities,
or predictions of the future change. Strategic planning is not about making future
decisions at the present time or even making future decisions following a rigid plan. It is
about making present and on-going decisions anticipating the future (Drucker, 2001).
In evaluating what should be planned Boynton and Zmud (1987) reviewed eleven
major contributions to the literature (Bullen & Rockart, 1981; Cash, McFarlan &
McKenney, 1983; King, 1978; Mason, 1983; McFarlan, 1981; McLean & Soden, 1977;
Nolan, 1979; Porter & Millar, 1982; Synnott & Gruber, 1982; Zachman, 1982; Zani,
1970). Their review identified nine planning agendas: (a) intra-organizational political
analysis, (b) intra-organizational market analysis, (c) business strategy analysis, (d)
business market analysis, (e) technology analysis, (f) organizational learning analysis, (g)
organizational culture, (h) IT infrastructure analysis , and (i) IT risk-taking analysis. The
planning agendas suggest what issues to address in the planning process. Each of these
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agendas attempts to answer the question of what to plan in a different manner. Boynton
and Zmud concluded discussion of IT planning should be about its role within an
organization, "IT planning cannot be discussed independent of the role it serves within an
organization, or be separated from the approach an organization has adopted regarding IT
management. There is no one best way to view IT planning" (p. 69). They predicted that
the future role of the information systems function would be similar to a federal
government. The function would coordinate the dispersed IT resources and IT
management responsibilities within the information economy. Additional previous
research (Zmud, Boynton, and Jacobs, 1986) suggested an emerging IT environment,
thought of as an information economy within a business. By 1997 their predictions were
being fulfilled as more and more organizations dispersed their IT resources and
outsourced some functions all together (Strassmann, 1997).
Hufnagel (1987) reviewed strategic planning and information system planning
literature. Hufnagel noted similarities in the problems found, and suggested some
possible lessons for information system planners. The article referred to a study by
Steiner and Schollhammer (1975) naming some of the primary pitfalls of strategic
planning. The pitfalls included: (a) a tendency for management to focus on current
problems at the expense of planning, (b) failure to develop a foundation of business
goals, and (c) top management failure to become directly involved in planning. Hufnagel
suggested there is a parallel in the information systems planning area. Hufnagel also
referred to a study where Lederer and Mendelow (1986a) identified the consuming nature
of daily "fire fighting" and lack of strategic business goals as a serious impediment to
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successful information system plans. The pitfalls found in strategic planning in 1975 and
in information systems planning in 1987 still exist in both areas today (Kaufman, 2001).
In another area to consider about what to plan, Kanter and Miserendino (1987)
suggested that developing information systems architecture that matches form and
context, was a top priority for MIS executives. A system's architecture is the linkage
between the business goals and objectives, and the development of information systems
strategies and planning. They recommended that a good starting point for building a
framework is the classic Anthony Triangle (Anthony, 1965), which diagrams operational
activities, management control, and strategic planning. The authors proposed considering
four levels of integration in developing an information system's architecture. The four
levels are (a) vertical, (b) horizontal, (c) geographic-intracompany, and (d)
geographic-intercompany. They suggested that political and cultural considerations
should also be taken into account in developing the architecture. Kanter and Miserendino
proposed four physical architecture building blocks: (a) applications, (b) data or
information, (c) hardware or software processing, and (d) communications. This physical
architecture becomes the infrastructure of the organization's information systems.
Infrastructure is an important part of information systems and its planning is critical for
the success of information systems and the organization (Lucas, 1999).
Henderson and Sifonis (1988) noted the need for effective strategic infonnation
systems planning has increased with the impact of infonnation systems technologies on
the competitive capacity of the firm. They proposed effective strategic information
systems planning must include: (a) definition of crucial markets within the firm for
information systems services and products, (b) internal consistency, especially between
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the strategic information systems plan and strategic business plan, and (c) a way to
ascertain the validity of the planning process. Henderson and Sifonis considered validity
a critical need in business environment. Many organizations are facing novel
opportunities and threats that are due, in a large measure, to new information technology
and the emergence of the knowledge society (Drucker, 2001; Lucas, 1999). As a result, a
strategic planning process that emphasizes learning and concentrates on iterative
feedback in addition to providing validity checks between the strategic business plan and
the strategic information systems plan is beneficial to the organization.
After evaluation of what to plan is complete, the organization should address
planning at each functional level of the organization using the physical architecture of
information systems to support the overall mission of the organization (Kaufman, 2000).
This permits the next characteristic to be analyzed: how to plan.
How to Plan
How to plan is a vital characteristic of planning. Different methods are available
for planning, some formal some informal (Kaufman et al., 1996). Each method has pros
and cons. This section looks at the literature dealing with how to plan.
Gibson and Nolan (1974) identified four stages of growth that an organization
goes through in relation to implementation of information systems. The stages were:
(a) initiation, (b) expansion, (c) formalization, and (d) maturity. Gibson and Nolan
suggested that understanding the stages of growth allows administrators to approach the
planning and application development with more in-depth knowledge of the organization
itself. The researchers proposed that a different level of planning and application
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development and implementation would be necessary at each stage of the growth of the
organization.
Assessing the risk of information technology projects was suggested by McFarlan
(1981). This assessment should be done both separately and with the organization's
portfolio of information technology based systems. The experience of the organization
with information technology is an important factor during the risk analysis.
Gray (1986) conducted a study to evaluate executive use of formal strategic
planning. The research project involved some 300-questionnaire responses and a series
of 14 executive seminars. The results suggested that problems with strategic planning lie
not in the concept itself. The problems arise because executives view strategic planning
as a separate function. Executives, planning directors, and business unit heads identified
several problems with the implementation of strategic plans. The problems in turn
suggested several steps to effective strategic planning:
1. Involve line managers in planning.
2. Define the strategic business unit so one executive controls key variables
needed to execute the strategy.
3. Set more specific goals.
4. Make action plans more detailed.
5. Manage the final review stage to avoid a force fit between units' plans.
6. Integrate strategic plans with other control systems, such as budgets,
information systems, and reward systems.
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This research revealed that setting goals and integration of plans were known
problems as early as 1986. These planning problems continue to exist today (Drucker,
2001; Kaufman 2000).
Whether MIS is rushing, creeping, or being pushed into the mainstream of
business, it is a messy affair (Blair 1987). The market, the economy, vendors, customers,
management, and laws all change at random. MIS must persist in trying to develop a
strategic plan that will last long enough to be implemented. Blair reported on a 2-year
study of the planning approaches used by nearly 200 US information systems
organizations. Interesting results showed that those businesses that report financial
results better than the industry average also consistently report using informal corporate
planning processes. On the other hand, companies that use very formal corporate
planning processes rarely report above-average financial performance. A moderate level
of formality most often results in a high level of planning effectiveness. Some
organizations use steering committees to help in the planning of information systems.
However, companies with steering committees that have been in operation three or more
years show below-average financial performance. According to Blair's survey, the single
most effective MIS planning approach is to work within the system and to blend MIS
planning into the plans of the rest of the organization. Again, alignment of plans of
functional units with the organizational plans shows opportunity for effective planning
(Kaufman et al., 1996).
Boynton and Zmud (1987) identified eleven planning behaviors from previous
research. The planning behaviors, which advise how to conduct planning activities,
were: (a) an iterative process, (b) a hierarchical process, (c) multiple time horizons, (d) a
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focus on action, (e) participants "buy in to the IT planning process", (f) an informal
network of planners, (g) an organizational IT mission, (h) a sense of the organization's
pulse, (i) strategic opportunities, (j) strategic assumptions, (k) prioritized strategic
options. These behaviors are still utilized today by most organizations (Premkumar &
King, 1994; Kaufman et al, 1996; Kaufman, 2000).
Major corporations have attempted to formalize planning processes in their MIS
organizations. This has been in response to the growing importance of information
processing to corporate business functions. Dansker, Hansen, Loftin, & Veldvvisch.
(1987) examined the function of long-range planning in an MIS organization with
particular attention given to the issues management process. The development of the
issues management process was concerned with three organizational goals: (a) promoting
successful monitoring and evaluation of issues, (b) involving MIS managers in the
planning process, and (c) bringing the appropriate technical expertise to bear on broad
planning questions. Further, the authors argued that implementation of an issues
management process involved: (a) definition of roles and responsibilities, (b)
identification and assignment of issues, (c) clear issue analysis assignments, and (d)
breadth of issues.
Planning methodologies consist of a set of generic views (Senri, 1990), each with
its own components. The most used names for these approaches are "top-down",
"bottom-up," and a combined approach. These approaches were generally considered
generic planning methodologies. Other planning methodologies may include these
approaches as a basis for a modified methodology.
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The "top-down" approach to planning focuses on the organization's strategies,
goals and objectives (Senn, 1990). It follows the basic philosophy: You cannot plan until
you know where you want to go. Therefore, this approach assumes a high degree of top
management involvement. One starts by analyzing goals and objectives and ends by
specifying the plans needed to support and achieve them. The stages are:
1. Identify goals and objectives of the organization.
2. Analyze the goals and objectives to determine what needs to be
accomplished. This may be stated in profits, growth, market share, and so
on.
3. Determine what resources are available to support these goals and
objectives.
4. Identify any constraints to be considered.
5. Determine functions and activities needed to support the goals and
objectives.
6. Formulate the plan needed to support the goals and objectives.
The expected outcome of this approach was a plan whose implementation would
aid the organization to arrive at its goals and objectives.
The "bottom-up" approach to planning is the opposite of the top-down approach
(Senn, 1990). It identifies the basic functions and activities of the organization. After the
basic functions and activities are identified, planning moves to the next higher step. This
continues until the top strategic plan is reached. The basic philosophy in this approach is
that the most fundamental functions of the organization are easy to identify. The steps are
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the reverse of the top-down approach. The expected output is a plan moving from the
bottom to the top.
Senn (1990) proposed that the top-down approach appears to be better for the
overall plan. The bottom-up approach appears to be better for the details at the lower
levels of the organization. Therefore, a combined approach, which uses a combination of
the two approaches, is used to develop the complete plan. Each approach may be used at
the point where it functions best. These generic views can also serve as a classification
scheme for all the other planning methodologies. As shown by the work of Kaufman
(2000), the top-down approach is the most common method used today in planning.
In what was perhaps the first research to point to the connection, King (1978)
proposed the importance of linking information technology planning to the organization's
strategic direction. King offered something to both the researcher and the practitioner.
King provided researchers with a strong conceptual base which became the foundation to
build further research in strategic information system planning. To practitioners King
offered a way to build an effective link between IT capabilities and the strategy of their
organization.
Many different methodologies have been developed for use with information
system planning. Some of these methodologies have a formal structure while others have
a very informal structure. The formal methodologies sought to provide a framework and a
process within which to accomplish the very difficult task of pulling together all the
information systems in a large organization. IBM's Business Systems Planning (BSP)
planning methodology (IBM, 1984) was the most widely known formal planning
methodology to help translate strategic goals into a detailed development plan. BSP
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developed an organization's data architecture based on the existing data flows and
repositories (Zachman, 1982). The major premise of BSP was to plan systems from the
top down, but implement them from the bottom up. The BSP method consisted of
documenting business objectives and defining business processes (Lederer and Putnam,
1987). Lederer and Putnam found that weaknesses in the traditional information systems
development approach lead organizations to tie up resources. This has resulted in
redundant efforts instead of addressing the information needs of senior executives. They
suggested that most symptoms of problems with these techniques arise from the failure of
top management to develop a management plan for technology. The authors described a
13-step plan for carrying out a BSP study to meet the needs of organizations. They noted
that while BSP involves top management, it is highly staictured, and provides a goal
They also found that the results of a BSP study were not easily implemented.
Using information systems as a source of competitive advantage became another
method used to plan in the mid 1980s. Refinement of this approach continues (Lucas,
1999). In the first major strategy research to view information technology as a
strategically vital resource, Porter and Millar (1985) proposed the use of the value chain
as an approach of information technology planning. The value chain views an
organization as a series of inputs, transformation and outputs stages. Management
reviews each stage to determine potential opportunities for competitive advantage.
Another variation proposed by Moskowitz (1986) was using sirategic information
systems planning (SISP) to detennine how information systems could be used net only as
a major element in strategic business planning but also as a source of competitive
advantages. The foundation common to all strategic planning methodologies, according
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to Moskowitz, is a type of basic understanding of an organization. This understanding
includes a detailed analysis of the functions of various departments within the
organization, including the tasks of the employees and how information systems can
serve and support their needs.
Shank, Boynton, and Zmud (1985), conducting an analysis of a critical success
factor (CSF) concept as a basis for how to plan, suggested that the CSF methodology is
an effective way to identify corporate information needs and ease management
information systems planning. Their method gathered personal and organizational CSFs
and developed a list of corporate CSFs. The CSF process links information resource
planning, organizational design, and strategic planning so that information technology
becomes an impetus in discussions of needed organizational changes.
Approaching the issue of how to plan from the point of view of a strategic
information system (SIS) Rackoff, Wiseman and Ullrich (1985) proposed a system used
to support or shape an organization's competitive strategy. Underlying this approach was
a conceptual framework that views an enterprise's suppliers, customers, and competitors
as the strategic targets. The framework, called the theory of strategic thrusts, identified
SIS opportunities. The strategic thrusts are major competitive moves (offensive or
defensive) made by a firm. The authors contended that such moves could be reduced to
five basic thrusts: (a) differentiation, (b) cost, (c) innovation, (d) growth, and (e) alliance.
Sinclair (1986) reviewed the five common planning methodologies of the period:
(a) business systems planning, (b) portfolio approaches, (c) critical success factors, (d)
applications portfolio, and (e) the stages approach. The author reviewed seven case
studies showing companies devote little thought to the goals of information systems
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planning. The studies also suggested that less structured approaches create many new
difficulties. If an organization was going to reap the rewards of information systems
planning, it required clarifying the firm's information systems goals, discussing and
agreeing on the tools to use, and monitoring and evaluating progress.
Noting that degree of formality will vary between firms, Tozer (1986a) believed
that all firms must plan their information systems. However, Tozer also believed no
approach to information system planning has emerged as the leader. Information system
planners must understand business plans and information needs. Planners must concern
themselves with the three planning horizons, tactical, operational, and strategic. Tozer
(1986b) showed that well-run organizations have clearly stated business objectives and
1-2 year tactical and 3-5 year strategic plans. Tozer believed the business planning
process is dependent on a set of integrated, priontized information needs. One may
derive these needs through an analysis and interview process. The analysis is a top-down
series of interviews wTith senior and middle management.
Allen (1987) conducted a survey to determine if, and how management
information systems (MIS) are developing and promoting methodologies for strategic
planning. Some interesting findings were: (a) many of the most innovative approaches to
information management are found in retail and transportation firms, not in the
"information-driven" industries, and (b) to a surprising degree, MIS executives see
themselves as business people first, and MIS professionals second. The study recognized
the first traces of the movement to distribute MIS people resources into user areas. Users
were ready, willing, and able to assume greater responsibility in the area of information
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management. This study showed foresight as many of the strategies and technologies
surveyed are core components of the information systems of today (Lucas, 1999).
Proposing a systematic approach to systems planning, Highsmith (1987)
suggested that systems planning require two types of planning models, function models
and data models. Highsmith believed one can achieve the benefits of structured systems
planning with the development of a workable, detailed, and structured operational plan.
This bridges the gap between strategic planning and the initiation of specific application
systems projects.
Using another method of planning, Sen (1987) suggested a system of planning.
The proposed system sought to implement the business strategy with the information
technology strategy. The author treated the information technology group as a utility.
The system started with a strategic systems plan. An interesting reason for the need of
the strategic systems plan was: Failure to align information technology investments
strategically can result in incompatibility, not only with corporate strategy but also,
between the various systems in use in different parts of the organization.
Emberton and Mann (1988) noted that organizations with large investments in
information technology often lack effective information system planning. Thus,
organizations need a unified approach to short-tenn and long-term information
technology planning. The approach should begin with an assessment of the functional
architecture of the organization, and the process of creating, updating, accessing, and
using data. The organization should document results in: (a) a business functional model,
(b) a data architecture model, (c) system integration models, and (d) data-function usage
matrices. The organizational goal should strive for improved user services through
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provision of the technical facilities, administrative support, and exploitation of
information resources that will fully use information technology. The authors expected
the methodology for achieving these objectives to provide certain advantages. These
include: (a) easily understood deliverables, (b) a strong foundation for strategic
recommendations, (c) provisions for ongoing maintenance of the strategy, and
(d) flexibility in the use of the best practices for various types, sizes, and complexities of
organizations.
Who is Involved in the Planning
Individuals involved in the planning of information systems affect the outcome of
the plans. The points of view, as well as the experience of the individual involved, dictate
the input and influence of the planning function (Strassmann, 1997). The number of
reporting levels between the information systems manager and senior management affect
planning effectiveness (Pybum, 1983). When the distance between the levels is greater,
there is presumably less involvement from senior management, therefore, the information
systems plan would be less effective. Pybum suggested that while IS planners are
working to solve integration problems and to gain support from top managers, they
should take care not to make their efforts so routine that participants lose enthusiasm and
imagination. The planning effort should develop a plan that recognizes the dynamic
nature of the competitive environment. Education, to both levels of management, is
important. The planners should actively seek participation of managers throughout the
organization to obtain varied viewpoints.
In 1985, Benjamin, Dickinson and Rockart found that the job of senior
information systems officers started to change. Traditionally, information systems
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officers had been lower level executives responsible for systems development,
programming, and operations. However, the role of the information systems officer
changed rapidly with advances in information technology and the expansion of user
demands. The study revealed that respondents were increasingly decentralizing line
responsibilities to subsidiary information systems groups and user management, primarily
in the areas of hardware and applications selection, operation, and maintenance. The
CIOs maintained line responsibility for information systems infrastructure development
and interconnection activities. Respondents reported that their most critical
responsibilities were staff- rather than line-oriented and these responsibilities focused on
strategic and technology planning, standards development, consultation, and human
resources management. Respondents' positions within their organizational hierarchies
showed that the status of the CIO is being elevated and integrated into top management.
This appeared to be the start of the trend of involving the CIO more directly with the
strategic direction of the organization.
Lederer and Mendelow (1988) noted that research shows that the difficulty of
convincing top management of the potential strategic impact of information systems
impedes information planning. The authors conducted interviews with 20 top
information systems executives. The interviews revealed reasons for this difficulty and
the techniques used in trying to overcome it. The reasons given for the problem were that
top management: (a) lacked awareness of management information systems, (b) allowed
strictly operational use of computers, (c) perceived a credibility gap, because of previous
systems failure to live up to their expectations, (d) did not view information as a resource,
(e) demanded financial justification, and (f) was action-oriented. The executives
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identified seven techniques to help overcome the problem: (a) educate top management,
(b) market information systems department accomplishments, (c) perform information
systems planning, (d) promote a business image for the information systems department,
(e) respond to outside forces, and (f) capitalize on changes in management. The research
also raises three controversial questions:
1. Do practitioners think of strategic impact in tenns of the general definition
(supporting goals and objections) or the definitions of Benjamin, Rockart,
Scott Morton, & Wyman, (1984), Ives & Learmonth (1984), McFarlan
(1984), Parsons (1983), Porter (1980), Porter & Millar (1985), or
Wiseman (1985)?
2. Does information system management know specific, potential
information systems applications for strategic impact within their own
organizations, or do they merely have vague ideas about possible
applications?
3. Is the concept of information systems for strategic impact a means of
identifying applications or a means of obtaining resources? (pp. 532-533).
Other studies discussed who should be involved in strategic information systems
along with the senior infonnation systems executive. Forman (1988) identified that
although the chief executive officer of an organization has a substantial involvement in
planning, others also needed to be involved. Communication is needed with all of the
staff. The plan is not an end in itself; rather, its purpose is to improve management's
ability to manage successfully. Gupta and Raghunathan (1989) evaluated the impact of
steering committees upon three phases of infonnation systems planning: (a) strategic
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planning, (b) systems planning, and (c) implementation of planning. Steering committees
are comprised of individuals who rely on information systems as a support function. The
results indicated that information systems steering committees have a high to medium
impact upon the majority of information systems planning factors. Their impact in such
industries as mining, wholesale trade, and financial institutions was high, whereas it was
low in industries such as manufacturing and construction. The existence of steering
committees could have a significant effect on an organization's quest for hardware
integration, achievement of planned goals, integration of information systems into
business, and coordination of planning activities. However, this impact appeared to be
tenuous with respect to resource limitations for implementation of information systems
plans, soft ware systems integration, and the level of project planning details.
Boynton, Jacobs, and Zmud (1992) proposed that line managers are assuming
responsibility for planning, running, and building information systems that affect their
operations. The authors report that the best way to "link IT consistently to a finn's dayto-day core business processes is to carefully distribute IT management responsibilities to
line managers" (p. 33).
Other Planning Research
Other planning research suggested connections among organizations, planning
and information systems. Bean, Neal, Radnor, and Tansik (1975) suggested that
organizational structure has an impact on the success of information systems planning
and success of the information systems function itself. The likelihood of building
successful information systems at the corporate level are low er if the organization is
decentralized. In a decentralized environment, information systems are built for the local
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users and may not have the capacity to communicate with one another. Therefore, the
independent information systems may result in information that cannot be aggregated or
compared.
Conducting an empirical examination of the relationship between corporate-level
planning and information systems, Rhyne (1985) developed a continuum of the planning
system sophistication based on openness to outside influences combined with the
planning horizon. The points on the continuum were defined as: (a) short-term
forecasting, (b) budgeting, (c) annual planning, (d) long-range planning, and (e) strategic
planning. The continuum's focus was on those characteristics, which have been used to
define strategic planning. The research was directed at the highest corporate level of
planning conducted by the firm. The study found future-oriented, external and
environmental kinds of data strongly correlated with increased planning sophistication.
The author also studied the impact of environmental turbulence, (i.e.
complexity-volatility) on planning systems. Rhyne found complexity strongly correlated
with planning sophistication, but found no relationship between volatility and planning
sophistication.
Bakos and Treacy (1986) noted that the use of information technology (IT), as a
competitive weapon was a popular cliche. However, there was still a marked lack of
understanding of the issues that determine the influence of IT on a particular
organization, and the processes that permit a smooth coordination of technology and
corporate strategy.
Observing that corporate management had become increasingly aware of the
potential contributions of information, both to the execution of the organization's
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strategies and the bottom line of the organization, Lederer and Mendelow (1987) found
that the awareness was prompting the integration of information systems and the
organization's objectives. To be successful at this integration, information systems
management must be able to identify top management's objectives. Lederer and
Mendelow suggested that it might be revealing to gather the view of CEOs and CIOs and
compare these viewpoints within the same organization. The current study included this
suggestion in its design.
Ward (1987) believed organizations must integrate information systems and
business strategies. The use of business strategy formulation techniques in the
information systems field will probably be more effective than extending systems
techniques into business analysis. Information systems have become a strategic resource
employed to influence industry evolution, counter competitive threats, and enable
sustained business strategy implementation. The key steps, according to the author,
were:
1. Identifying the effect of information technology on the industry and
component forces.
2. Observing competitors' uses of information systems or information
technology and evaluating business impact.
3. Assessing the criticality of present applications.
4. Determining the areas for potential competitively advantageous use.
5. Analyzing the application portfolio to ascertain the correct mix of generic
information systems strategies necessary.
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6.

Managing the evolving portfolio elements in direct proportion to their
business importance not their technical peculiarities, (p. 29)

The goals were to relate business needs to information systems potential and to manage
applications more effectively.
Suggesting management information system (MIS) managers can be the victims
of their own success, Wallace (1988) noted strategic planning deficiencies are usually to
blame and may include: (a) the planning or lack of planning by past managers, (b)
making dramatic business changes without regard to the MIS department which must
devote all its energies to meeting new demands, (c) the reluctance of MIS managers to
request adequate resources, perhaps a side effect of a prior lack of planning, and (d)
drastic cutbacks in funding during poor business climates that must be made up for in
later years. MIS managers must pay attention to the real needs of their departments,
define them clearly, and communicate to management both the needs and the
consequences of not meeting them. An effective MIS strategic plan provides for all
contingencies, including success.
Implementation of the plan is an important consideration. Lederer and Sethi
(1988) proposed that strategic information systems planning (SISP) determine the goals
for organizational computing and identify potential computer applications that the
organization should implement. The authors examined the problems faced by SISP
managers when the managers try to implement such a methodology. Their survey
questionnaire covered such subjects as implementation of plans, satisfaction with varying
aspects of the SISP experience, and respondent and organizational characteristics.
Respondents' overall satisfaction with the methodology, process, output, resource
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requirements, and final execution were not especially high. The two problems most often
mentioned were the need for substantial further analysis in order to carry out the plan,
and the difficulty in securing top management commitment for implementing the plan.
The most used formal methodologies were Business Systems Planning, Strategic Systems
Planning, and Information Engineering. These three accounted for half of the responses
to the survey.
Evaluation of information systems planning should be done at the micro level and
be diagnostic in nature (King, 1988). King suggested there are three inputs to information
systems planning: (a) information derived from business strategy, (b) resources, and (c)
information systems planning goals. The chief output, the information systems strategic
plan, comprises such factors as infonnation systems mission, objectives, policies, and
development programs. He further suggested that one should judge information systems
planning by both internal and external criteria, and should use multiple assessments and
appraise both subjectively and objectively against the interests of multiple stakeholder
groups. The methodology for information systems planning evaluation consists of
assessing a number of evaluation points. Effectiveness of information systems planning
measures how well the information systems planning system has met its goals. Relative
worth of the information systems planning system relates its features to external
standards for good planning. The role and impact of the information systems planning
system assess whether its outputs truly drive the actual information systems activities of
the firm. The various assessments should be arrayed to form an information systems
planning system profile that provides a sound basis for judgments.
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Information systems executives repeatedly ask questions, questions such as, what
applications will provide large, immediate savings and which can be achieved with
existing resources (Lederer and Sethi, 1983). Strategic information systems planning is
developing a long-range plan for automating functions. These functions involved
identifying the tasks (if computerized) that would most help an organization achieve its
strategy and business objectives. It also entailed convincing upper management and user
management to use expensive computer resources for optimal applications. In a survey
of 80 firms that had completed information systems planning, over half of the
respondents indicated that securing top management commitment for implementing the
plan was an extreme or major problem. Forty-six percent of the respondents indicated
that the planning methodology often failed to provide the programming, or even the
functional specifications necessary to begin designing and programming individual
applications.
Davenport, Hammer and Metsisto (1989) observed that managers can no longer
avoid making decisions about information technology, because it affects everything from
organizational structure to product market strategies. The consequences of postponing or
mishandling information technology decisions can be severe. Many organizations need
an approach to information technology decision-making that blends the technical
knowledge of computer experts with the vision of senior management. Information
technology management principles are simple, direct statements of an organization's
basic beliefs about how the organization wants to use information technology over the
long term. The principles approach to information technology begins when an official
(generally the head of information systems) introduces the idea to the organization and
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assembles a task force. Since information technology managers must involve senior
managers, gaming their cooperation is the first step. By establishing principles, it forces
managers to review concepts and to make their ideas explicit. If the principles are sound,
general managers and technical experts will turn to them repeatedly for clarification and
guidance.
In 1989, Lederer and Sethi found several pitfalls in the planning of organizations.
One of the major problems was finding successful team leaders to manage software
projects being implemented under the strategic information systems plans.
Parker and Benson (1989) noted that management information system (MIS)
plans are in competition with several other potential business investments and
organizational problems for the attention of senior management. Therefore, a strategic
planning methodology should not only produce a plan linked to organizational planning,
but it should also create a persuasive case for its support. The authors suggested an
enterprise-wide information management system made up of five basic ideas: (a) a
connection between organizational planning and MIS planning is possible, (b) the
connection is based on relationships between the organizational domain and the
technology domain of the enterprise, (c) planning focuses on each line of business in the
organizational domain, (d) planning focuses on infrastructure and application portfolios
in the technology domain, and (e) four planning processes connect organizational and
technology planning. The authors suggested that the state of the art in strategic planning
has changed dramatically. Parker and Benson suggested that strategic planning now
includes strategic applications, organizational performance, and organizational strategy.
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Showing that organizations with more sophisticated business planning endured
significantly less severe implementation problems, Lederer and Sethi (1991) discussed
the critical dimensions of strategic information systems planning. Using a survey of 80
firms, they revealed that five factors constituted the problems encountered by the firms.
The factors were (a) the organization, (b) the implementation, (c) database, (d) hardware,
and (e) cost. A discriminate analysis showed that three factors: organization,
implementation, and database distinguished the satisfied from the dissatisfied information
systems planners. In the same vane, Premkumar and King (1994) found that "two
planning dimensions respectively reflecting the 'means' and 'ends' of information
systems planning are equally important" (p.75). The research indicated that planning
resources: (a) the intended strategic impact of information systems on future business
operations, (b) the quality of implementation, and (c) the quality of strategic
organizational planning are significantly associated with the quality and effectiveness of
information systems planning.
Segars and Grover (1998) developed and tested a measurement model of strategic
information system planning success (SISP). The results suggested that SISP could be
operationalized as a second-order factor model. The first order constructs were termed
alignment, analysis, cooperation, and improvement in capabilities. Segars, Grover, and
Teng (1998) suggested that SISP can be operationalized along distinct dimensions of
comprehensiveness, formalization, focus, flow, participation, and consistency.
Identifying that plan implementation remains critical to strategic information
systems planning success, Lederer and Sethi (1996) found that planners extensively
follow prescriptions that meet their own greater satisfaction and do not so rigorously
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follow the prescriptions that meet the objectives of the strategic information systems
plan. The research suggested that a planner's paradox exists:
The planner must complete the S1SP study rapidly to facilitate its implementation
but in doing so risks compromising its fit to the organization and therefore
reduces its chances of implementation. The planner must thus plan rapidly enough
to produce the plan quicklv but carefully enough to produce a relevant one.
(p. 35).
Clark, Clark, Gambill, and Fielder (2000) observed that the planner's paradox still
exists. The planner's paradox is defined as "factors that stimulate the need for planning
stymie its success" (p.27). In other words "the more difficult planning is the more
necessary planning is" (p.27). The researchers noted that while everyone agrees as to the
importance of planning there is misunderstanding about its purpose. The findings
suggested that "SISP is much more consistently effective in meeting objectives that relate
to senior management than it is with meeting objectives that relate to users" (p. 30). The
study was conducted with senior information executives in hospitals. The respondents
rated factors involving communication in the first two positions of importance of the
SISP purposes.
Challenging a traditional assumption that information system planning
sophistication leads to greater information systems success, Sabherwal (1999) proposed
that the reverse may also be taie (i.e. previous information systems success may lead to
more sophistication in information system planning). The results showed that the
empirical evidence suggest that the proposed model is an equally good alternative to the
more traditional approach.
Reich and Benbasat (2000) investigated the influence of factors on the social
dimension of alignment within 10 business units in the Canadian life insurance industry'.
The social dimension of alignment was defined as "the state in which business and IT
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executives understand and are committed to the business and IT mission, objectives, and
plans" (p. 81). The four factors in the model were: (a) shared domain knowledge, (b) IT
implementation success, (c) communications between business and IT executives, and
(d) connections between business and IT planning. All four of the factors were found to
influence short-term alignment, but only shared domain knowledge was found to
influence long-term alignment.
The review of literature on planning showed that planning in infonnation systems,
like planning in other functional areas of an organization as well as the organization
itself, is important. It also showed that associations exist among organizations, planning
and infonnation systems. The next section reviewed literature relating with the success of
information systems and how researchers have attempted to measure its success.
Infonnation systems success
Garrity (1963) recognized information system success as a major issue early in
the computer age. Since then there have been several studies (Bailey & Pearson, 1983;
Baroudi, Olson & Ives, 1986; Chandler, 1982; DeLone & McLean, 1992; Ein-Dor &
Segev, 1978; Gallagher 1974; Ives & Olson 1984; Ives, Olson & Baroudi, 1983; Seddon,
1997; Tait & Vessey, 1988; Zmud, 1979;) trying to decide how successful information
systems are measured. The studies have measured systems for effectiveness, efficiency,
and "success." Success, in most of these studies, was defined in terms of various
surrogates, which were then used to measure success. In the early days of information
systems, organizations considered "on time within budget" as a proper measure of the
success of a system (Garrity, 1963). Later the surrogate shifted to use (Chandler, 1932).
The last shift was to user satisfaction (Bailey & Pearson, 1983). Most of the measures to
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date can be considered true in the negative.

If they are not present, the system is usually

not successful. If they are present, the system still may not be a success. Therefore, this
supports a conclusion that something else is required in the formula for success of
information systems. Garrity and Wallace (1986), showed that goals and objectives are
important for the success of individual information systems projects. Since goals and
objectives are important to planning, it may be supposed that there is a relationship
between planning and information systems success. Most of the studies focus on internal
users and impacts of information systems without considering external events and their
impact on information systems. In this section a review of the relevant literature was
discussed to ascertain key components to be reviewed in this study.
Garrity (1963) made the first real attempt to look at success of information
systems. Garrity studied companies looking for the characteristics of successful
information systems. He divided twenty seven companies in two groups of lead and
average with regard to their information systems. The findings showed that in the lead
companies senior management was involved and looked at the system from a resource
point-of-view to further the business mission. In the average companies senior
management viewed information systems as a one time investment and/or a technical
enigma which should be handled by the technical staff under the guidance of the
accountants to keep control of expenses. The measure of a successful system was thus an
accounting measure of being "on-time and within budget" for most of the information
system universe. An interesting finding from this early research was that in the lead
companies the individual who was responsible for the information systems was never
more that two reporting levels from the chief executive officer of the organizations. In
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1992, Applegate & Elam found that 27% of the senior information executives in their
study reported to the CEO, 44% reported to the Chief Financial Officer (CFO), and 29%
reported to other officers. Gottschalk (2000), conducting a study in Norwegian
organizations, found 44% reporting to CEO, 23% reporting to CFO, and 33% reporting
to other officers. Gottschalk suggested that some of the variance may be due to the fact
that Norwegian organization's hierarchy tends to be flatter than US and UK
organizations. Thus, research shows that over the past decade a larger number of senior
information systems executives report to the CEO of the organization. Garrity concluded
long ago that "the determinant of success appears to lie presumably in the quality of top
management leadership" (p. 10). Thus, in this very early period, research recognized the
importance of top management leadership, and the coordination between information
systems leadership and the leadership of the organization were critical to information
systems success. As computers became more prevalent, the next phase of information
systems development and assessment transpired.
The next major milestone in the development of information systems occurred in
the period of the late 1960s and the early 1970s. During this period, the buzz word of
business was management information systems (MIS). Management information systems
were described at the time as a super system or combination of all the information
systems of the organization (Dearden, 1972). Dearden challenged the concept of MIS,
He believed that it was a mirage. Dearden suggested that it is impossible for one
individual or group of technology experts to develop a system with all the information
needed by a manager in a business. Dearden proposed that the organizational structure is
a key component in supplying the information needed by an organization. Dearden
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suggested an administrative vice-president office should be created to consolidate the
information from the various groups of the organization into one workable unit for the
organization. This approach would allow management information systems to have
relevance and a better chance for success. This became the first call for what is today
known as a chief information officer. This position continues to evolve. In 1982, Rockart
discussed the changing role of the chief information executive. Rockart suggested that the
technically oriented information systems executives of the 1960s and 1970s were being
replaced by the managerially oriented information systems executives of the 1980s. He
also identified the communication aspect of the position and the relationship with the
chief executive of the organization. Rockart described the position as: "The top I/S
executive today is a 'thinker, planner, and coordinator' rather than a direct 'implementor
and doer"' (p. 13). The reporting level of the senior information systems executive was
identified as within two levels of the CEO (Rockart). Feeny, Edwards, and Simpson
(1992) identified characteristics of a successful two-way relationship between the CEO
and the CIO. The main factor was a shared vision of the role of information systems as an
agent of transformation. The CIO was accepted as a member of the top management team
and acknowledged for his/her contribution beyond his/her functional responsibilities. Earl
and Feeny (1994) suggested that CIOs should attempt to add value to their organization.
They also identified two types of CEOs (a) ones who see IT as a strategic resource and
(b) ones who see IT as a cost. Earl and Feeny (2000) proposed that CEOs must also
come to grips with IT because "in more and more industries IT is business strategy" (p.
11). Lucas (1999) noted that the CIO position is an influential member of the senior
management team and demanded "someone who can assume a role of planning.
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influencing other senior managers, and organizing information activities in the
organization" (p. 193).
Continuing with the evolution of information systems and their assessments,
Gallagher (1974) studied the perceptions of the value of a management information
system. The study identified the possibility of a general relationship between managerial
position and the value of information. The study suggested that the relationship should
vary with the type of information and the type of organizational structure. The premise of
value from information systems is even more relevant in the technologically changing
society of today (Lucas, 1999).
Even though information systems play a major role in organizations, the structure
and context of the organization also influences the success of the information systems.
Ein-Dor and Segev (1978) identified organizational context variables affecting the
success and failure of information systems. The organizational context variables were
categorized as uncontrollable, partially controllable, and controlled. Uncontrolled
variables were defined as those that were given to information systems. For example, the
variables in this category' are organizational size, organizational structure, organizational
time frame, and the extra-organizational situation. The researchers suggested that these
uncontrolled variables should be analyzed first. If the analysis revealed a totally hostile
environment, there would be little reason in continuing since the project or systems
would be doomed to failure. If this analysis proved that the uncontrolled variables were
benevolent enough to allow potential success of implementation or change the analysis
would continue to the partially controllable variables. These variables were described as
organizational resources, organizational maturity, and the psychological climate in the
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organization. The project could continue even if this area was not considered benevolent,
because it may be possible to modify this sector of the environment in parallel to
information system development. In fact, organizational maturity and the psychological
climate may be affected by the success of information systems. The remaining variables
would be under the complete control of management. This category includes rank and
location of the responsible information systems executives and the existence of a steering
committee. Ein-Dor and Segev chose system usage as a measure of information systems
success. The researchers stressed that usage was identified because usage is correlated
with at least some of the other criteria used in the literature (Garrity, 1963; Lucas, 1975)
to measure success. The suggested criteria to measure success are profitability,
application to major problems of the organization, quality of decisions or performance,
user satisfaction and wide-spread use. Ein-Dor and Segev stated "these criteria are clearly
mutually dependent... We claim that a manager will use a system intensively only if it
meets at least some of the other criteria, and that use is highly correlated with them"
(p. 1065).
Zmud (1979) reviewed the existing empirical literature to date regarding the
influence of individual differences upon management information systems success. The
results supported that individual differences clearly exert an impact on management
information systems success. The individual differences were grouped into three classes:
cognitive style, personality, and demographic/situational variables. Zmud considered
three categories of management information systems success: user performance, MIS
usage, and user satisfaction.
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At the start of the 1980s the pace of research into assessing information systems
success quickened. Chandler (1982) suggested that information systems could be
evaluated from two different perspectives. One perspective focuses on the computer
system domain and the other on the user domain. He recommended a three stage
approach to evaluating information systems. The three stages were System Evaluation,
User Goal Evaluation and Design Evaluation. The stages were described as:
The System Evaluation stage evaluates the behavior of a specific information
system with respect to system measures. It produces performance statistics for the
resources in the aggregate and for their behavior with respect to identified users.
Stage Two, User Goal Evaluation, first ascertains the degree of user goal
achievement and then determines guidelines for altering the current system
configuration for performance improvement. ... The Design Evaluation Stage
ascertains the satisfaction of the current design with respect to both user and
system criteria. If the design is not satisfactory, then a new system is defined
based on the current design, prior alterations, and results of Stage One and Stage
Two. (p. 62).
This approach dealt with the concept of usage of the information system and how to
evaluate it effectiveness.
Bailey and Pearson (1983) was the first major study to shift the emphasis from
usage to user satisfaction. This study created an instrument to measure user satisfaction.
User satisfaction became the surrogate for measuring success of information systems.
Bailey and Pearson's instrument become the standard in the area. The instalment was
validated by Ives, Olson and Baroudi (1983) in their study of the measurement of user
information satisfaction. In 1984, Ives and Olson used the instrument in an empirical
study of user involvement as related to the concept of MIS success. In 1986, Baroudi,
Olson and Ives consolidated the concepts of user involvement with user information
satisfaction as being important to the measurement of information systems success.
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Assuming that for users to be satisfied there was a need to be involved, Tait and
Vessey (1988) examined the relationship between user involvement and system success.
The researchers measured systems success using the instrument developed by Bailey and
Pearson (1983). The research did not find any support for the relationship but found that
system complexity, time and financial resource constraints have strong direct and indirect
effects on system success through user involvement.
User satisfaction was considered as one of the most usable measures of
information systems success. In the early 1990s, however, some researchers began to
argue that user satisfaction is not enough to measure information systems success.
DeLone and McLean (1992) focused on the dependent variable instead of the
independent variables in their study of information systems success. They noted that a
large number of the studies have focused on an attempt to identify the factors
contributing to information systems success. DeLone and McLean suggested that the
weakness of these studies is their shortcoming in identifying the dependent variable.
These researchers classified the literature on information systems success into a
comprehensive taxonomy. This taxonomy combined the four traditional dimensions of
information systems success (system quality, infonnation quality, use, and user
satisfaction) with two other dimensions (individual impact and organizational impact).
The researchers also developed a model for information systems success that considered
all six dimensions and their relationships among one another (Figure 1). DeLone and
McLean argued that contingency variables (e.g. the environment of the organization
being studied) should be taken into account; however, these variables were not used as a
main dimension of their model. DeLone and McLean observed that there were not
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enough field study research attempts to measure the influence of MIS effort on
organizational performance. They stated:
Attempts to measure MIS impact on overall organizational performance are not
often under taken because of the difficulty of isolating the contribution of the
information systems function from other contributors to organizational
performance. Nevertheless, this connection is of great interest to information
system practitioners and to top corporate management. MIS organizational
performance measurement deserves further development and testing, (p. 81).
DeLone and McLean's taxonomy has become a foundation in the study of
information systems success area of research. This research summarized the findings of
the past forty years in assessment of information systems. However, the model did not
address information systems planning and the alignment of information systems mission
with the organizational mission, goals, and needs. The current study attempted to
ascertain if any relationship exists between planning and information systems success.
Figure 1. DeLone and McLean Model of Information System Success
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Seddon (1997) extended and modified DeLone and McLean's model, discussing
the meaning of information system use more deeply, and by adding four new variables:
(a) expectations, (b) consequences, (c) perceived usefulness, and (d) net benefits to
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society. Seddon's model addressed the external effect of information systems as
represented by societal consequence. This effect was considered not a measure of
information systems success but a description of an outcome attributed to the use of
information systems. Seddon acknowledged the multiple people who evaluate
information systems and how measures should reflect this characteristic. Seddon noted:
Researchers need to think carefully about who is to be asked to do the evaluation,
and what those peoples' interest are in the outcomes of the evaluation process.
Subjects and measures should then be chosen accordingly, (p. 252)
This research included the societal impact of information systems, even though
there was no attempt to determine if that impact was good or bad. As Kaufman et al.
(1996) has suggested, organizations must consider the societal impact of their actions. If
this occurs at the organizational level and the information systems actions are aligned
with the organization, then this appears to be accomplished as a by product (Kaufman,
2000).
Continuing the research into assessing information system success, Ballantine,
Bonner, Levy, Martin, Munro, & Powell (1998) sought to improve on the DeLone and
McLean model by asserting the following principles: (a) models should be both complete
and parsimonious, (b) the construction of models of information systems success should
be based upon logic and reasoning and not from prior literature, since this may allow the
repeating of historical mistakes, and (c) a model of information systems success must
capture the human element since factors such as information quality are meaningful in
relation to the users and their perceptions. The 3-D model attempts to improve the
understanding of the concept of information systems success by separating success into
three fundamental dimensions or levels: (a) the technical development level, (b) the
deployment to the user, and (c) the delivery of business benefits.
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Almutairi (2001) used the DeLone and McLean model as a conceptual foundation
for research studying public organizations in Kuwait. The study conceptualized the
DeLone and McLean model in three frames: (a) the outer frame called the external
environment frame, (b) the middle frame called the task environment frame and (c) the
inner frame called the organizational boundary frame. A seventh variable was added to
the model called External Environment Satisfaction to denote the satisfaction of external
actors. The study did not support the DeLone and McLean model as it was originally
proposed. The findings suggest that information systems success is a three variable
model. "The model proposes that Satisfaction affects Individual Impact that, in turn
affects Organizational Impact. Also Satisfaction directly affects Organizational Impact"
(p. iv).
The forgoing examination of the literature on information systems success
showed that information systems success is a multiple dimensional construct with
interactions and interdependences among the individual components. However, none of
the models for information systems success looked at a relationship of planning, which
may have an effect on that success.
Summary
It has been shown by a review of the literature presented in this chapter that
planning is important to all organizations, including educational organizations. When an
organization seeks to create a vision, planning is critical to develop the strategy and plan
to obtain that vision. The planning must occur at all levels of the organization and all
functions within the organization. The decisions necessary to develop and implement that
plan requires information. Information in turn requires information systems whose
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purpose has been aligned with the organizational goals and objectives. The infonnation
system function must support the organization in achieving its vision. Therefore, there
appears to be a relationship involving achieving the organization's vision, organizational
planning, information systems planning and information systems success. This appears to
be the gap in the current literature. Is there a relationship between organizational success,
organizational planning, information systems planning and the success of information
systems and what are the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in regard to this relationship in
the same organizations?
The literature showed that the information systems function has come full circle
in the last forty years. It started under the close eye of senior management due to its
enormous cost. After a period of amazement with its ability to perform mundane tasks, it
was shifted to the lower levels of the organization. During this period it was managed by
the function that benefited most from its existence. It was not until the realization that the
technologically changing society required more information to be acted upon quickly did
the information systems function begin its rise back to a level of strategic importance in
the organization. In some organizations the rise is complete, in others its journey has just
begun.

CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents the research methodology of the study in six sections. The
first section introduces the study. The second section describes the research questions of
the study. The third section explains the research design used in conducting the study.
The fourth section discusses the participants in the population. The fifth section describes
the method of data collection. The sixth section discusses the treatment of the data
collected.
Introduction
Information systems are becoming an ever-increasing part of the educational
infrastructure and their successful implementation and operation are critical (Picciano,
2002). Kaufman (2000) showed that planning is important for the success of
organizations. Picciano observed that the "major impediment to establishing successful
computer-based applications in schools now is the lack of careful planning" (p. 10). Even
though this comment applied to P-12 education, it also may be relevant to planning and
the success of information systems in higher education. The goal of this research was to
aid in determining the relationship between both organizational and information systems
planning and the success of the information systems function in institutions of higher
education located in the southeast United States.
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Research Questions
This research sought to identify the perceptions of the presidents/chief executive
officers (CEOs) and the senior information systems executive/chief information officers
(CIOs) in not-for-profit institutions of higher education, located in the southeastern
United States of America, accredited by Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
(SACS), and whose highest conferred degree is a master's degree or higher. The
perceptions queried related to four categories: (a) institutional strategic planning, (b)
information systems planning, (c) information systems success, and (d) critical effect of
information systems on the institution's operation. The questions were divided into a
major overarching question with multiple subquestions related to the detailed subparts of
the area of study. The major overarching question was: What are the perceptions of CEOs
and CIOs in regard to planning and information systems success in not-for-profit
institutions of higher education whose highest degree conferred is a master's degree or
above, which are located in the southeast United States, and are accredited by the SACS?
The subquestions were grouped by the aforementioned four categories. The
research subquestions were based on the perceptions of the CEOs and CIOs, and the
questions were as follows:
1. What is the degree of success of the institution's strategic planning, the
information systems planning and the infonnation systems function0
2. What is the degree of importance of the often used measures in the success of
the information systems function?
3. What is the degree of success of the institution in achieving the institution's
mission?
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4. What is the degree of involvement of the CEO and CIO in the strategic
planning of the institution and the strategic planning of the information
systems function?
5. What is the degree of alignment between information systems planning and
the institution's strategic plan?
6. Wrhat is the degree of adequacy of financial resources in institutional strategic
planning and information systems planning?
7. What is the degree of success provided by the information systems function in
assisting with the achievement of the institution's mission?
8. What is the degree of implementation of strategic plans of the institution and
the information systems plans?
9. What differences exist between the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on
planning and the success of information systems?
10. What criteria are used by CEOs and CIOs to judge the success of information
systems function?
11. What effects do demographics have on the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on
planning and the success of information systems?
Answers to these questions provided additional knowledge to the academic fields
as well as to the practitioners in the fields of educational administration and information
systems.
Research Design
Research design is the plan and the strategy of investigation conceived to obtain
answers to research questions (Babbie, 1989). The plan describes what the researcher did

87

to collect the data and interpret the results, while the strategy describes how this was done
(Babbie, 1989). In other words, research design has two basic purposes: (a) to provide
answers to research questions and (b) to develop the best way to provide the answers to
the questions (Babbie, 1989). Babbie classified the purposes of a study into three
categories: (a) exploration, (b) description, and (c) explanation. Exploration research is
conducted to explore a topic, to provide a beginning for additional research. Description
research is used to describe situations and events. Explanation research is used to explain
things, to answer why things happen or why things are a certain way. Using the
classifications, this study was exploratory and descriptive in nature.
To examine the perceptions of chief executive officers (CEOs) and chief
information officers (CIOs) in institutions of higher education in regard to planning and
the success of their information systems, this study used a survey instrument to collect
data to answer the research questions. The survey instrument consisted of both
quantitative and qualitative questions. Krathwohl (1993) observed that survey research
methodology combines both qualitative and quantitative approaches to assist the
researcher in describing and validating the results of the research. The data collection
technique is discussed in a following section. The study was a cross-sectional survey
design, since the data was collected at one point in time (Babbie, 1990). A parallel design
exemplifies the comparison of data from two distinct populations (i.e. CEOs and CIOs) in
regard to the same topic (Babbie, 1990). The data from the two distinct populations was
paired by institution where possible.
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Participants
The population of interest was educational institutions that confer a Masters
degree, an Educational Specialist degree, or a Doctoral degree as their highest offered
degree. The institutions were located in the eleven southeastern states of the United States
and accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. The current
membership list showed 316 institutions in this category (Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools, 2002). The study attempted to survey the chief executive officer
and the chief information officer of each institution.
Data Collection
The research method employed by this study was a survey instrument. The
researcher conducted a cross-sectional survey by the mail questionnaire method of data
collection. The researcher used the data collected from the survey to seek answers to
proposed research questions. Dillman's Total Design Method (1978) was used as a
checklist. The package containing the survey instruments was mailed to the office of the
president of each institution. Inside of the package were two separate envelopes
containing the individual survey instrument and the letter of consent of use for each
participant. The president's office was asked to forward the individual envelopes to the
president/CEO and the senior information executive'CIO on their respective campuses.
The participants were given the choice of completing the survey manually and returning
it by postage paid permit mail or by logging on to a web site to complete the survey
online. Mailing the survey instrument to the participants gave them an opportunity to
review the instrument even if they chose to complete it on line. The participants knew in
advance the type of questions to be answered. Efforts were made to encourage
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completion of the instrument online. These efforts included (a) emphasizing the amount
of time involved in completing the survey online, (b) emphasizing that most of the
questions could be answered by the point-select-click method with a mouse, and (c)
noting that answering the open-ended questions online provided the maximum amount of
space to complete each answer.
Completed surveys were treated in a confidential manner. The surveys contained
identifiable information, but the result was reported in a non identified manner. The
completed surveys were tracked, using this identifiable information, against the master
mailing list to determine the response rate and to provide opportunity for follow up on the
surveys not returned. A follow up occurred four weeks after the original mailing. This
follow up was a letter reminder sent to every institution from which a response had not
been received from both the CEO and the CIO. It served as both a thank you for those
who responded and a reminder for those who had not responded. A low response rate can
be a source of serious bias because individuals who do return the questionnaires may not
be representative of the entire group contacted (Neter, Wasserman, & Whitmore, 1988).
The response rate from surveys was important for two reasons (Brown, 2000).
First, for statistical reasons, a higher response rate makes the analysis of the data more
valid and less prone to error. Second, for political reasons, the higher response rate
increases the confidence of the users of the research. The key concern of non-response is
whether the individuals who did not respond are different from the ones who did respond
(Dillman, 1978). In other words, did the non-response create a bias in the data? The
researcher must be aware that if the non-respondents are the extreme opposite of the
respondents, the distribution may induce considerable error (Dillman). Dillman observed
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that "each ten percent increase in response rate decreases by ten percentage points the
range by which the distribution could be affected by refusals if the actual feelings of the
non-respondents are extreme in either direction" (p. 52). O'Rourke (1999) noted that the
"number one correlate to high response rate is follow-up, follow-up, follow-up" (p. 108).
So what is an acceptable response rate? Babbie (1990) suggested that a 50% rate is
adequate, a 60% rate is good and a 70% rate is very good, but he cautioned that these are
only rough guides and have no statistical basis. The key issue is the lack of response bias
rather than a high response rate (Babbie). However, historically, response rates of
surveys in the information systems research field have been consistently lower than
Babbie's suggestions of desired levels.
Reviewing the response rate disclosed in leading information systems journals,
rates were found from as low as 29.6% (Raghunathan, Raghunathan, & Tu, 1999) to a
high of 46.8% (Segars & Grover, 1998) with others in the 30% to 40% range (Brancheau,
Janz, & Wetherbe, 1996; Sabherwal, 1999). Raghunathan et al. noted that their response
rate was similar to that of comparable studies. The study with the highest rate had an
additional incentive for immediate response of providing a dollar bill with the cover letter
and survey instrument and promising a "customized report of the research findings that
would profile the respondent's firm relative to the entire sample of their respective
industry" (Segars & Grover, p. 147). Brancheau et al. involved a Delphi study with three
rounds, the response rates were 36%, 40% and 38% respectively.
The research instrument was mailed to the population. The designated individuals
were permitted to complete the survey manually and return it by mail or to complete it
online at a web site. After receipt of the survey data, the researcher entered the data into a
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database to be used for further analysis. The response rate was evaluated continually
throughout the data collection period. Using Dillman's method (Dillman, 1978),
additional follow-up with the institutions, who had not responded, was conducted as
necessary to assure an adequate response rate for the study. A discussion of the treatment
of the data is covered in a later section of the chapter.
Instrumentation
After reviewing a number of existing research instruments available from the
literature (Jarvenpaa & Ives, 1991; Premkumar & King, 1992, 1994; Raghunathan &
Raghunathan, 1994), none were found to meet all of the required needs of this study.
Therefore, the researcher designed an instrument to collect the data necessary to ansv/er
the research questions of this study. After design, the researcher piloted the instrument
for measurement quality on a small sample of institutions of higher education outside of
SACS.
The measurement quality of data is important in a research instrument (Babbie,
1989). Babbie described four criteria of measurement quality: (a) accuracy, (b) precision,
(c) reliability, and (d) validity. To summarize Babbie, the following definitions were
used. Accuracy is the degree to which a given measure confonns to a standard or is true.
Precision is the ability to control exactness of the measure. Reliability is the degree of the
dependability of a measure, the consistency of obtaining the same results each time the
measure is taken. Validity is the degree that a measure reflects the real meaning of the
concept under consideration.
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Accuracy is important in measurement, but it may not always be possible to
develop a completely correct answer to a question (Babbie, 1989). Accuracy of the
response is controlled by the respondent.
The second criterion of measurement quality is precision. This measures the
degree of exactness of a given measure (Babbie, 1989). For example if an individual is
bom in Georgia, a statement to that effect would be both precise and accurate, but if the
statement was made that the individual was bom in the southeast, the statement would
still be accurate even though it was less precise.
Reliability can be a problem to researchers and there are a number of techniques
for dealing with it (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000). Techniques included: (a) test-retest method,
(b) split-half method, and (c) using established measures. The test-retest method is to
make the same measure more than once. If there are no expectations that the information
should change, the same results should occur. The split-half method would divide the
number of items believed to measure a construct into two sets (Kerlinger & Lee). The
results should produce the same measure on the two groups. The method of using
established measures is to use measures that have been previously established to have
proven reliability. Kerlinger & Lee suggested that the reliability of measurements is a
fundamental issue, but even having total reliability does not ensure that the measurements
measure what they are supposed to measure. This is where validity comes into the
discussion.
Validity seeks that the measurement collected reflects the real meaning of the
concept ( Babbie, 1989). On the surface there is a face validity of whether the empirical
measurement has a relevance to the construct (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000). In other words,
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does the measure appear reasonable? Babbie suggested face validity is necessary but it is
not sufficient in terms of total validity of the instrument. Pedhazur & Schmelkin (1991)
discussed three types of validity: (a) criterion-related validity, (b) content validity, and (c)
construct validity. Criterion-related validity is also called predictive validity. It is based
on some external criterion. For example the College Board exams predict the college
successes of students. Content validity is the degree that a measure covers the range of
meanings included within the concept. Construct validity refers to the way a measure
relates to other variables within a system of a theoretical relationships (Pedhazur &
Schmelkin).
To assure quality of data, a number of procedures were followed. First, a pilot study was conducted to test the instrument before its use. Second, a Chi-Square
goodness-of-fit test was conducted. Third a homogeneity test for similar distributions was
conducted.
Content of the Instrument
'The survey instrument was divided into three sections. The first section included
questions that request information from the respondents to be used in descriptive analysis
and grouping the data for further study. The second section contained questions
measuring certain constructs on a semantic differential scale. The third section contained
open-ended questions of a qualitative nature. The survey instrument item analysis chart
(Table 1) described the literature source of the construct and the research question to
which the construct relates.
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Demographic information section
Section one contained questions of a demographic nature. The constructs being
measured in this section included: location, organizational structure, organizational size,
financial resources for information systems, organizational type, the position of
respondent, the experience level of respondent, the educational level of the respondent,
the educational field of respondent, and the number of reporting levels between the CEO
and the CIO.
Semantic differential section
Section two contained questions to be answered on a semantic differential scale
Pedhazur & Schmelkin (1991). The questions were grouped by the construct being
measured: (a) success of institution strategic planning, (b) success of information systems
planning, (c) success of achieving institution's mission, (d) linkage and alignment of
infonnation systems plans and institution's strategic plans, (e) dependence of the
institution on information systems function in current operation activity and future
activities, and (f) success of the information systems function and factors affecting it. The
respondent was asked to mark the position in the interval which indicates both the
direction and the intensity of his or her perception toward the measurement of the concept
as indicated by the polar adjective terms. Semantic differential techniques have been used
in the past to measure perceptions of information systems concepts (Bailey & Pearson,
1983; Gallagher, 1974)
The semantic differential technique was developed by Osgood (1952). Osgood
and his associates later expanded the technique (Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum, 1957).
The technique is predicated on two ideas: (a) concepts differ, therefore they can be
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differentiated with respect to meanings conveyed, and (b) the meanings of most concepts
can be captured by a relatively small number of dimensions. Nunnally (1967) suggests
that since adjectives convey understanding about the meaning of things, they can be used
to measure, in a rating process, the meaning associated with the objects or concepts of
interest. The measurement process of the semantic differential technique is measured on a
scale with bi-polar adjective extremes separated by a fixed number of intervals (usually
seven) Pedhazur & Schmelkin (1991). To evaluate the data collected by the semantic
differential scale the researcher used descriptive techniques, basic inference, and factor
analysis.
Factor analysis is an analytical technique having tw o main applications: (a) to
reduce the number of variables (data reduction) and (b) to detect structure in the
relationships between variables (structure detection) (Statsoft, 2002). This study utilized
the structure detection application.
Open-ended qualitative section
Section three contained six open-ended questions. The purpose of the qualitative
section was to get additional information from the respondents without limiting their
response format. This format permitted more richness of the data. This section collected
data on the criteria used by the respondent to determine the success of the institution's
strategic planning, the success of information systems planning, and the success of the
information systems function. Additional data were collected on the steps taken to insure
implementation of the institution's strategic plan and its information systems plan. The
last question asked for the respondent to supply any additional information they think is
germane to the subject. The answers in this section were also used to verify validity
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among certain questions used in the previous sections. The data from this section also
provided the foundation for later research. A description of the research instrument items,
the source of the item, and which research question was to be answered using the data
may be found in the item analysis (Table 1). The research instrument itself may be found
in Appendix A.
Table 1
Research Instrument Item Analysis
Research
Instrument
Item
1

Variable

Source in Literature
Descriptive

2

Location & Name of
Institution
Organizational Structure

3

Organization Size

4

Financial Resources for
Information Systems

5

Organizational Type

b
7

10

Respondent's Position
Respondent's Experience
Level
Respondent's Education
Level
Respondent's Educational
Field
Organizational Structure

11A

Success of Planning

1 1E3

Adequacy of Financial
Resources

8
9

Research
Question
11
11

Dearden (1972)
Bean et al. (1975)
Ein-Dor & Segev (1978)
DeLone(1981)
Premkumar & King
(1994)
King (1988)
Premkumar & King
(1994)
Dearden (1972)
Bean et al. (1975)
Descriptive
Descriptive

6,11

Descriptive

11

Descriptive

11

Dearden (1972)
Bean et al. (1975)
Anthony (1965)
McLean & Soden (1977)
Premkumar & King
(1994)
King (1988)
Premkumar & King
(1994)

4,11

11

11
11
11

1

6,9
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Research
Instrument
Item
11C
11D & 1 IE

Research
Question

Variable

Source in Literature

Implementation
Involvement

Lederer & Sethi (1988)
8,9
Garrity (1963) 4,9
McLean & Soden(l977)
Lederer & Sethi (1988)
Anthony (1965) 1,9
McLean & Soden (1977)
Premkumar & King
(1994)
King (1988)
6,9
Premkumar & King
(1994)
8,9
Lederer & Sethi (1988)
4,9
Garrity (1963)
McLean & Soden (1977)
Lederer & Mendelow
(1988)
Lederer & Sethi (1988)
1,5,9
Segars & Grover (1998)
Reich & Benbasat (2000)
Drucker (1964, 1973,
3,9
1993)
Porter & Millar (1985)
Kaufman (1996)
Garrity (1963) 1,2,7,9,10
Ein-Dor & Segev (1978)
Chandler (1982)
Bailey & Pearson, 1983
Lederer & Sethi (1988)
DeLone & McLean
(1992)
Garrity (1963) 7,9,10
Chandler (1982)
McFarlan et al. (1983)
1,7,9
Raghunathan et al (1999)
Garrity (1963) 1,2,7,9.10
Ein-Dor & Segev (1978)
Chandler (1982)
Bailey & Pearson (1983)
Lederer & Sethi (1988)
DeLone & McLean
(1992)
Anthony (1965) 1,9
McLean & Soden (1977)

12A

Success of Planning

12B

Adequacy of Financial
Resources

12C Implementation
12D&12E
Involvement

12F

Alignment

13A

Success of Organization

13B

Success of Information
Systems

13C Importance of Information
Systems Success
14A& 14B
Organizational Dependence
of Information Systems
15A,15B,15C, Success of Information
15D,15E,15F, Systems
15G, 15H,
151,15J

Success of Planning

98

Research
Instrument
Item

Variable

Source in Literature

17

Success of Planning

18

Success of Information
Systems

19
20
21

Implementation
Implementation
Additional Info

Premkumar & King
(1994)
Anthony (1965)
McLean & Soden (1977)
Premkumar & King
(1994)
Garrity (1963)
Ein-Dor & Segev (1978)
Chandler (1982)
Bailey & Pearson (1983)
Lederer & Sethi (1988)
DeLone & McLean
(1992)
Lederer & Sethi (1988)
Lederer & Sethi (1988)

Research
Question

1,9,10

1,2,7,9,10

8,9
8,9
Extra info

Treatment of the Data Collected
After the research instruments were returned, and the data was entered into a
database, appropriate statistical techniques were utilized to analyze the data to seek
answers to the proposed research questions. The researcher used the following steps: (a)
determine if the results of the statistical analysis answer the research questions at an
acceptable level of significance, interpreting the results using the proper statistical test at
the .05 level of significance; (b) discuss the findings, (c) draw appropriate conclusions
from analysis of the data, and (d) report significant findings in the appropriate journals.
The researcher was able to analyze the returned surveys as a whole and, by state,
type of institution, size of institution, experience level of respondent, educational level of
the respondent, and SACS classification level. SACS divides colleges and universities
into six classification levels, which refer to the highest degree offered by an institution. In
this study the population only included levels III-VI since levels I and II only issue
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bachelor degrees and below. Size of institution data was classified as large, medium and
small by size of the organization based on enrollment as of fall 2001. Large institutions
were defined as enrollment of greater than 10,000 students in full time equivalent (PTE)
status. The medium size was defined as between 5000 and 10,000 PTE students. The
small institutions were defined as less than 5000 PTE students. This permitted an
analysis by size, within the segregated groups to see if any differences existed
(Brightman, 1986).
The researcher utilized the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) (Mallery
& George, 2000) to analyze the data generated by the survey. The SPSS software
package is frequently used for data analyses in the fields of social sciences, education and
business and covers a wide range of end-to-end analysis, including data management
(ICerlinger & Lee, 2000).
Quantitative Data
The data collected from Section I of the research instrument represented
demographic and descriptive data. Descriptive statistics was used to analyze this data.
Descriptive statistics, such as frequency of numbers, percentages, means, and standard
deviations, are defined by Mason (1986) as the "procedures used to summarize masses of
numerical data" (p. 9). These procedures were used to examine and report demographic
characteristics of the CEOs and CIOs of the educational institutions.
The data collected from Section II of the research instrument was in the form of
semantic differential data on a scale of one to seven. Data in this format is on the ordinal
scale of data measurement. Two of the methods of analysis for this type of data are
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Gamma and factor analysis. The researcher chose factor analysis as the appropriate
analysis for this particular study.
Factor analysis is a technique used in multivariate data analysis. Factor analysis is
"a generic term that includes a wide variety of separate procedures for effecting a
dimensional reduction" (Green, 1978, p. 342). Many researchers refer to factor analysis
as the queen of analytic methods "due to its power, elegance and closeness to the core of
scientific purposes" (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000, p. 825). Factor analysis is not free of
controversy; it is not a magic potion for badly designed or under-designed studies
(Kerlinger & Lee). However, the growth of its use continues. The concept is to let each
original variable denote a dimension in data space and then reduce the number of
dimensions to a smaller number that maintains most of the information in the original
space (Green, 1978). Babbie, (1990) observed that "factor analysis is used to discover
patterns among variations of variables, through the generation of anificial dimensions
that correlate highly with several of the real variables" (p. 313). In factor analysis two
criteria are considered: (a) a factor must explain a relatively large portion of the variance
found in the original variables, and (b) the factors must be independent of every other
factor (Babbie). Factor analysis is divided into two categories (a) exploratory and (b)
confirmatory (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). Exploratory factor analysis is used when a
researcher is exploring the factors that have an effect on a construct, working on
developing a model or a theory (Pedhazur & Schmelkin). Confirmatory factor analysis
has a stronger base in statistical hypothesis testing theory (Kerlinger & Lee). Due to the
number of variables in the study, the flexibility of factor analysis and the exploratory
nature of this study, the researcher used exploratory factor analysis to analyze the data
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collected from the survey. In future research confirmatory factor analysis would be used
to confirm the findings in an extended study involving universities outside of the
southeast United States.
The data collected in section two of the research instrument consisted of six
categories of constructs, (a) success of institution strategic planning, (b) success of
information systems planning, (c) success of achieving institution's mission, (d) linkage
and alignment of information systems plans and institution's strategic plans, (e)
dependence of the institution on information systems function in current operation
activity and future activities, and (f) success of the information systems function's
success and factors affecting it. These constructs were analyzed on the basis of the items
making up the constructs as well as relationship among the constructs themselves.
When data are measured on the same observational unit, the two outcomes are
paired (Dallal, 2000). This pairing must be reflected in the analysis. When paired, the
data cannot be analyzed as independent samples. Pairing is used to reduce or remove
extraneous sources of variability from the comparison between two means. This allows a
more precise comparison with fewer subjects (Dallal). Using paired analysis, differences
are calculated within each observational unit and the single sample of differences is
examined. In this study the CEOs and the CIOs were paired by the institution to which
they belong.
Qualitative Data
According to Marshall & Rossman (1999) typical analytic procedures in
qualitative data analysis involve six steps: "(a) organizing of the data; (b) generating
categories, themes, and patterns; (c) coding the data; (d) testing the emergent
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understandings; (e) searching alternative explanations; and (f) writing the report" (p.
152). Data reduction occurs at each step of data analysis as enormous amounts of
collected data are condensed into manageable portions. The researcher must then bring
meaning and insight to the words of the respondents of the study.
Organizing the data
The data from section three of the research instrument consisted of qualitative
data. Three of the questions dealt with what criteria were used by the respective
respondents to judge the success of institutional strategic planning, the success of
information systems planning, and success of the information systems function. Two
additional questions dealt with ways the respondents insured the implementation of the
institution's strategic plan and the information systems function's strategic plan. This
data was sorted by the criteria to determine the number of duplicate and other related
concepts.
Generating categories
After the data had been organized, the data were classified into categories,
themes, and patterns. Marshall & Rossman (1999) suggested that the categories "should
be internally consistent but distinct from one another" (p. 154). They also noted that the
researcher does not search for the statistical exhaustive and mutually exclusive categories
but identifies the significant categories of meaning held by the respondents.
Coding the Data
After generating categories and themes, the researcher coded the data. This is
formal representation of analytic thinking (Sherman & Webb, 1988). This coding phase
results in the categories and themes extracted being labeled with an appropriate name that
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represents the concepts. Babbie (1990) suggested that the researcher spend the time
necessary to develop labels that make sense and not just some multiple constructed terms.
New understanding of the data may emerge at this stage that requires the researcher to
change certain aspects of the original plan (Marshall & Rossman, 1999).
Testing the emergent understandings
At this point the researcher began to evaluate the concepts of understanding of the
data and began to challenge those understandings. The main concept was to explore how
the understanding of the data collected related to the central issues of the research
questions involved (Creswell, 1994).
Searching alternative explanations
The fifth step was to look for alternative explanations. The researcher should
question and challenge all of the logical assumptions that seem so apparent. Marshall &
Rossman (1999) contended that other explanations always exist and should be considered
before the apparent is accepted as the only position.
The sixth step was to write the report. These six steps presented an overall
framework for the analysis of the qualitative data collected in section three of the
research instrument. This data pennitted the researcher to arrange all of the criteria and
then compare it with the criteria used in the semantic differential data analysis section of
the research instrument where the constructs were extracted from the information systems
literature as noted by the item analysis (Table 1). This comparison would confirm or
challenge the accepted concepts of success in institutional strategic planning, success of
information systems planning, and success of the information systems function and how
they all related to one another.
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The qualitative data collected in this section provides the foundation for
additional research (Babbie, 1990). For example, the data could form the foundation for a
Delphi study to continue the probing of the perceptions of institutions of higher
education.
Summary
Research methodology is an important consideration in any study. This chapter
presented the research methodology of the study in six sections. The first section
introduced the study. The second section described the research questions of the study.
The third section explained the research design used in conducting the study. The fourth
section discussed the participants in the population. The fifth section described the
method of data collection. The sixth section discussed the treatment of the data collected.
The research methodology must be one which assists the researcher in answering the
research questions of the study. In this study the research questions dealt with
relationship between planning, both institutional and information systems, and the
success of the information systems function in institutions of higher education. The
research design of the study used a cross-sectional survey method to collect data from the
participants. The participants of the study were comprised from the population of
institutions of higher education located in the southeastern United States v/hich confer a
master's or higher degree. The entire population of 316 institutions was mailed surveys.
The data were collected by a research instrument comprised of questions in three
sections. The first section comprised the demographic section. The second section
included the perception questions measured on a semantic differential scale while the
third section contained open-ended questions of a qualitative nature. The treatment of the
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data was by both quantitative and qualitative data analysis techniques. The quantitative
analysis utilized exploratory factor analysis, and the qualitative analysis sought to
identify characteristics of constructs to be used in future research.

CHAPTER IV
REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS
This chapter presents the report of the data and its analysis. A short review of the
intent of the research is followed by a discussion of the data applicable to the overarching
research question and the subquestions of the study. Each question will be discussed
individually with an overview summary at the conclusion of the chapter.
Introduction
The intent of this research was to identify the perceptions of the presidents/chief
executive officers (CEOs) and the senior information systems executive/chief
information officers (CIOs) in not-for-profit institutions of higher education, located in
the southeastern United States of America, accredited by Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools (SACS), and whose highest conferred degree is a muster's degree
or higher. The researcher also studied the demographics of the institutions such as size,
level, and type along with the demographics of the respondents such as highest earned
degree, major field of study, and the number of years in current position.
CEOs and CIOs were the focus of the study because each may influence the
planning of the organization and/or infonnation systems. This influence may or may not
affect the success of the organization or the information systems function The
perceptions queried related to four categories: (a) institutional strategic p'annir,g. (b)
infonnation systems planning, (c) information systems success, and (d) critical effect of
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information systems on the institution's operation. All data collected were self-reported
by the CEOs and CIOs of the surveyed institutions.
Research Questions
The questions were divided into a major overarching question with multiple
subquestions related to the detailed subparts of the area of study. The major overarching
question was: What are the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in regard to planning and
information systems success in not-for-profit institutions of higher education whose
highest degree conferred is a master's degree or above, which are located in the southeast
United States, and are accredited by the SACS? The subquestions were grouped by the
aforementioned four categories. The research subquestions were based on the perceptions
of the CEOs and CIOs, and the questions were as follows:
1. What is the degree of success of the institution's strategic planning, the
information systems planning and the information systems function?
2. What is the degree of importance of the often used measures in the success of the
information systems function?
3. What is the degree of success of the institution in achieving the institution's
mission?
4. What is the degree of involvement of the CEO and CIO in the strategic planning
of the institution and the strategic planning of the information systems function?
5. What is the degree of alignment between information systems planning and the
institution's strategic plan?
6. What is the degree of adequacy of financial resources in institutional strategic
planning and information systems planning?
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7. What is the degree of success provided by the infonnation systems function in
assisting with the achievement of the institution's mission?
8. What is the degree of implementation of strategic plans of the institution and the
information systems plans?
9. What differences exist between the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on planning
and the success of information systems?
10. Wrhat criteria are used by CEOs and CIOs to judge the success of information
systems function?
11. What effects do demographics have on the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on
planning and the success of information systems?
Since the findings and discussion for each Subquestion wrould lead to a more complete
answer of the overarching question, the Subquestions were looked at first rather than the
order that is more common. This development of the findings and the discussion of those
findings lent themselves to a fuller understanding of the subject.
All of the semantic differential questions on the survey were measured on a seven
point scale between the two polar extremes. The scale ranged from one to seven with one
being the negative of the measure and seven being the positive of the measure. The CEO
and CIO means were calculated and compared for equality of means using a pooled t-test.
The means were calculated on each measure and compared for differences on the major
categories of institutional factors of state, SACS level, type of institution, and size of
institution, and on respondent categories of experience, how data was collected (web or
mail), earned degree, and reporting level using an ANOVA for factorials. All acceptance
and rejection decisions were based on a level of significance of .05.
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Pilot-Test Study
A pilot-test study was conducted in a Midwestern state. The pilot was done
outside of the area of study so as to not affect the result used by the study. The pilot was
conducted with seven CEOs and five CIOs. The questions were answered by the
respondents of the pilot with no apparent difficulty. The pilot answers gave the expected
information required for the study. Therefore, the validity of the instrument was
confirmed, so there were no changes made to the instrument as a result of the pilot.
Participants
The analysis of data concerning respondents was based on the following
information. A total of 316 not-for-profit higher education institutions were sent a
package requesting that a survey be completed by the CEO and the CIO of the respective
institution. The mailing comprised the entire population of the study. Responses wevc
reccived from eighty-three different institutions. Eight of those institutions declined to
participate for various reasons. Of the seventy-five institutions remaining, the
respondents included forty-nine CEOs and fifty-two CIOs for a total of one hundred one
individual responses.
Data Analysis
Responses from twenty-six institutions permitted a paired analysis between the
CEO and CIO. The respondents were also classified by demographic information such as
state, SACS level (tvpe of degree conferred), and type of institution (public, private^ to
verifv sufficient proportions were available for analysis. This analysis was conducted fci
a goodness-of-fit using the Chi-Square test. Olten used alpha levels (.01, .05, or .lOv,
state (Table 2), SACS level (Table 3), and type of institution (Table 4) were within
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TABLE 2
Chi Square Test for Goodness of Fit for State in a Survey of CEOs and CIOs in Higher
Education in Southeastern United States

State
AL

Total in
Population
23

CEOs
Expected a
4

CEOs
Observed
5

CIOs
Expected a
4

CIOs
Observed
1

FL

26

4

3

4

6

GA

33

5

9

5

7

KY

21

3

2

3

1

LA

20

3

3

3

2

MS

13

2

1

2

0

NC

34

5

8

6

8

sc

19

3

4

3

5

TN

32

5

8

5

8

TX

67

10

6

11

9

VA

28

4

0

5

5

316

49

49

52

52

Total
df
Chi-Square
p-value
a

Rounded
£<01***
g <05**
P<=.10*

10

10

14.631

11.568

.146

.315

Ill

TABLE 3
Chi Square Test for Goodness of Fit for SACS Level in a Survey of CEOs and CIOs in
Higher Education in the Southeastern United States

Level III

Total in
Population
135

CEO
Expected a
21

CEO
Observed
19

CIO
Expected a
22

CIO
Observed
19

Level IV

36

6

10

6

8

Level V

78

12

13

13

18

Level VI

67

10

7

11

7

316

49

49

52

52

Variable

Total
df
Chi-square
£-value
a

Rounded
£<01***
g <05**
£<10*

3

3

4.848

4.740

.183

.192
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TABLE 4
Chi Square Test for Goodness of Fit for Type of Institution in a Survey of CEOs and
CIOs in Higher Education in the Southeastern United States
Total in
Population
165

CEO
Expected a
26

CEO
Observed
31

CIO
Expected a
27

CIO
Observed
29

Private

151

23

18

25

23

Total

316

49

49

52

52

Variable
Public

Df
Chi-Square
p-value
a

Rounded
g <01***
g <05**
2<10*

1

1

2.398

.026

.122

.608
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the acceptable regions. Therefore, the hypotheses are not rejected that the samples are
representative of the population distributions with regard to state, SACS level, and type
of institution.
A demographic characteristic of the respondents was the earned degrees held by
the respondents (Table 5). Four choices were offered to the respondents: (a) Ph.D, (b)
Ed.D, (c) Masters, and (d) Other. The results for CEOs were: 82% listed a Ph.D, 8%
listed an Ed.D, 4% listed a Master's, and 6% listed other. The other category consisted of
three doctoral degrees that were not a Ph.D or Ed.D (MD, DMIN, and DSN). The results
for CIOs were: 23% listed Ph.D, 12% listed Ed.D, 46% listed a Master's, and 19% listed
other. The other category consisted of eight Bachelors degree, an MD, and an ABD.
The method of data collection (Collected) was reviewed to see if any differences
in perceptions were noted by respondents who completed the survey by mail or by web
(Table 6). Any differences found due to this category will be discussed in light of the
research question to which the data applies. More CEOs responded by mail than by web,
59.2% vs. 40.8% respectively, while more CIOs responded by web than by mail, 76.9%
vs. 23.1%. One would expect the more technology oriented CIOs should respond more
often by web.
The number of years in the current position (Experience) was used to measure
experience for the CEO and the CIO (Table 7). Experience was divided into six
categories ranging from under five years to over twenty-five years with breakdowns on
everv five years. CEOs had a mean Experience of 6.86 years with a standard deviation of
5.762, while CIOs had a mean Experience of 5.57 years with a standard deviation of 4.69.
['he distributions were tested to determine whether they were similar or homogejieous.
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TABLE 5
Number of Responses Received by Earned Degree within Position in Survey of Higher
Education in Southeastern United States
Position
Ph.D
Ed.D
Masters
CEO 40
4
2
CIO

12

Total

52

6

24

10

26

Other
Total
3
49
10
13

52
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TABLE 6
Number of Respondents Classified bv How Data Collected - Mail or Web in Survey of
Higher Education in Southeastern United States
How Data CEOs Percent CIOs Percent
Collected
Mail
29 59.2 12 23.1
Web

20

40.8

40

76.9

Total

49 100.0 52 100.0

116

TABLE 7
Number of Respondents Ranked by Experience (Years in Current Position) in survey of
Higher Education in Southeastern United States
Number of
Years in
Current
Position
Less than 5

CEOs

Percent

Cumulative CIOs Percent Cumulative
Percent Percent

22

44.9

44.9 26 50.0 50.0

13

26.5

71.4 17 32.7 82.7

10 to 14

8

16.3

87.7 5 9.6 92.3

15 to 19

5

10.2

97.9 3 5.8 98.1

20 to 24

1

2.1

100.0 1 1.9 100.0

Over 25

0

0.0

0.0 0 0.0 0.0

49

100.0

100.0 52 100.0 100.0

5 to 9

Total
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Based on the samples data for the experience variable the hypothesis was rejected
(p=.044) that the distributions were homogeneous at the .05 level of signification.
Subquestion 1. What is the degree of success of the institution's strategic
planning, the information systems planning and the infonnation systems function?
Findings
On the variable institutional strategic planning function success (11A), 65.31%
(n=49) of the CEOs rated their institutions as a five or six, while only 16.33% were rated
as a seven (Figure 2). Some CEOs (8.16%) rated their institutional strategic planning
success on the lower end of the continuum m the 1-3 range. Of the CIOs 68% (n=50)
rated their institutions as a five or six with only 10% rated as a seven (Figure 2). Like
CEOs, 8% of the CIOs rated their institutions on the lower end of the scale in the 1 -3
range. The distributions were homogeneous (p=.644), therefore, equal variances were
assumed in the difference of means test for the pooled analysis. For pooled analysis,
CEOs rated the degree of success at 5.51 (1.260 SD) while CIOs rated it at 5.30 (1.313
SD) (Table 8). The paired results yielded means of 5.69 and 5.19 respectively. The
differences were not significant (p= 419, p=.131 respectively) at the .05 level of
significance (Table 8).
The variable information systems planning function success (12A) was rated by
71.43% of the CEOs (n-49) as a five or six with 10.2% rated as a seven while 67.35% of
the CIOs (n^49) rated five or six and 14.29% rated seven (Figure 3). Some CEOs
(12.24% ) rated the IS planning function success as a two or three, while 2.04% of the
CIOs each rated the variable on the scale of one, two and three. The distributions were
homogeneous (p^.499). On this measure CIOs had a higher perception than CEOs 5.41
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Figure 2. The Degree of Success in Institutional Strategic Planning Function as Perceived
by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in Southeastern United States.
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TABLE 8
Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Success in Institutional Planning.
Information Systems Planning and Information Systems Function in a Survey of Higher
Education in Southeastem United States.

Item

a

11A Inst Strategic Planning
Success

12AIS Planning Success

15A IS Function Success

CEOs
Mean
SD
5.51

CIOs
Mean
SD
5.30

1.260

1.313

5.29

5.41

1.190

1.257

5.37

5.76

1.112

.870

Question number from survey
E <10
2 <05
2 <01

Homogeneity
Y/N p--value

Difference in
Means
Pooled Paired
.419
.131

Y

.644

Y

.499

.622

.235

Y

.522

.053*

.631
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Figure 3. The Degree of Success in Infonnation Systems Planning Function as Perceived
by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in Southeastern United States.
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vs. 5.29 respectively for the pooled analysis. The standard deviations were 1.257 for
CIOs and 1.190 for CEOs (Table 8). The paired analysis resulted in 5.46 for CEOs and
5.15 for CIOs. However, this difference was not significant at the .05 level of
significance (£=.622) for the pooled data and (p=.235) for the paired data (Table 8).
Information systems function success (15A) was rated by 73.47% of the CEOs
(n=49) and by 76% of the CIOs (n=50) as a five or six and only 10.2% of the CEOs and
16% of the CIOs of the time as a seven (Figure 4). CEOs (8.16%) rated information
system success as a two or three while only 2% of the CIOs rated IS success as a three.
Homogeneity of the distributions existed in the samples (p=.522). On this variable the
CIOs had a higher perception of success than the CEOs (5.76 vs. 5.37) on the pooled
data. Standard deviations for the pooled data were .870 vs. 1.112 respectively (Table 8).
The paired data yielded 5.65 for the CEOs and 5.54 for the CIOs. The difference of
means for pooled data was not significant (p=.053) at the .05 level even though it would
be significant at the .10 level. The paired data showed no significant difference (p=.631)
at the .05 level of significance (Table 8).
Discussion
The data showed that CEOs and CIOs perceive improvements can be made in the
area of institutional strategic planning, information systems planning and the information
systems function's success. Very few respondents rated their institution at the top of the
scale. The perceptions of the CEOs and CIOs were not different in regard to the three
variables of institutional strategic planning function success, information systems
planning function success and the information systems function success. However, the
higher rates came from the individuals most involved with each area. That is the CEOs
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Figure 4. The Degree of Success in Information Systems Function as Perceived by CEOs
and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in Southeastern United States
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gave higher ratings to the institutional strategic planning function while CIOs gave higher
rates to the information systems planning function. CEOs did not rate the information
systems function as successful as the CIOs did. However, none of the differences were
significant.
In summary to answer the research subquestion, the respondents found a degree
of success in the areas addressed by the subquestion. The perceptions showed that both
the CEOs and the CIOs thought the functions could be more successful.
Subquestion 2. What is the degree of importance of the often used measures in the
success of the information systems function9
Findings
This subquestion measured the perceptions of the CEOs and CIOs in regard to the
importance of the often used measures of success of information systems function. The
measures were: (a) on-time and within-budget (15B), (b) system fully used (15C), (c)
user satisfaction(15D), (d) information systems quality(15G), (e) information
quality(l 5H), (f) individual impact received from information systems(T5I), and (g)
organizational impact received from information systems (15J).
On the variable of on-time and within-budget (15B) 79.59% (n=49) of the CEOs
and 76% of the CIOs (n=50) rate it as a six or seven in importance (Figure 5). The
distributions were homogeneous (p= 207). Table 9 indicates that for pooled analysis, the
CEOs rated the variable at a higher level than CIOs (6.13 s"s. 5.82) with a standard
deviation of (.858 vs. 1.044). For paired data the means were 6.27 for the CEOs vs. 5.62
for the CIOs. However, the difference was not significant at the .05 level of significance
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Figure 5. The Importance of On-Time and Within-Budget as a measure of Information
Systems Success in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States.
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TABLE 9
Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Importance of Often Used Measures of
Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United
States

Item

a

15B On-Time and WithinBudget

15C Systems Being Fully Used

15D User Satisfaction

15G Information Systems
Quality

15H Information Quality

151 Individual Impact

15J Organizational Impact

CEOs
Mean
SD
6.18

CIOs
Mean
SD
5.82

.858

1.044

5.92

6.08

.786

.724

6.24

6.58

.723

.609

6.23

6.34

.751

.688

6.34

6.42

.760

.785

5.91

5.83

.865

1.059

6.24

6.35

.712

.631

Question number from survey
p <10
2 <05
2 <01
CEO mean = 6.27; CIO mean = 5.62
CEO mean = 6.19; CIO mean = 6.54
CEO mean - 6.26; CIO mean = 6.42

Homogeneity
Y/N p-value

Difference in
Means
Pooled Paired
.062* .016**b

Y

.207

Y

.453

.290

.416

Y

.076*

.014**

.071*c

Y

.200

.448

.832

Y

.280

.613

.746

Y

.806

.691

1.000

Y

.537

.461

.083 *d
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(E-.062) for the pooled data but the difference was significant (p= 016) for the paired
data (Table 9).
The full use of information systems as a measure of their success (15C) was rated
as a six or seven by 73.47% (n=49) of the CEOs and by 48% (n=50) of the CIOs (Figure
6).

The distributions were homogeneous (p=.453) as shown in Table 9. On this variable

the CEOs and CIOs pooled means were 5.92 (.786 SD) and 6.08 (.724 SD) respectively
(Table 9). The paired means were 5.96 vs. 6.08 respectively for the CEOs and the CIOs.
There was no significant difference between the CEOs and CIOs perception on the use of
information systems importance as a measure of success of information systems at the .05
level of significance for pooled data (p=.290) or for paired data (p= 416) (Table 9).
User satisfaction with information systems (15D) was rated more important by the
CIOs (n-50) than by the CEOs (n=49). The issue was rated at the highest level of 7 by
64% of the CIOs vs. 38.78% of the CEOs (Figure 7). The distribution showed
homogeneity (p=.076) at the .05 level of significance but not at the .10 level (Table 9).
The means and standard deviations for the variable for pooled analysis were 6.24
(.723 SD) for the CEOs and 6.58 (.609 SD) for the CIOs (Table 9). The paired data
yielded means of 6.19 for CEOs and 6.54 for CIOs. The difference between CEOs and
CIOs was significant (p= .014) at the .05 level of significance for the pooled data and at
the . 10 level (p=.071) for the paired data (Table 9).
The importance of information systems quality (15G) was rated higher by CIOs
(n=50) than CEOs (n=49). The CIOs gave the variable a 48% on rate six and a 44% on
rate seven while CEOs gave the variable a 39.58% on rate six and 41.67% on rate seven
(Figure 8).
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Figure 6. The Importance of information systems being fully used as a measure of
Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United
States.
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Figure 7. The Importance of User Satisfaction with Information Systems as a measure of
Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United
States.
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Figure 8. The Importance of Information Systems Quality as a measure of Information
Systems Success in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States.
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Testing the distributions for homogeneity showed that the distributions were
similar (2=.200) (Table 9). The CIOs mean for the pooled analysis was 6.34 (.688 SD)
vs. CEOs mean of 6.23 (.751 SD) (Table 9). The paired analysis resulted in means of
6.32 for CEOs and 6.27 for CIOs. However, the difference between CEOs and CIOS was
not significant at the .05 level of significance for pooled data (p=.448) or for the paired
data (2=.832) (Table 9).
Information quality (15H) was given a rate of seven by over 50% of both CEOs
(n=47) and CIOs (n=50) respectively 51.06% vs. 54% as shown by Figure 9. Two percent
(2%) of the CIOs rated this variable as a three. The distributions were homogeneous
(2=280) (Table 9). The pooled means were 6.42 (.785 SD) for CIOs and 6.34 (.760 SD)
for CEOs. The paired means were 6.36 for the CEOs and 6.27 for the CIOs. This
variable showed no significant difference for pooled (p=.613) and paired (p=.746) data
(Table 9).
CEOs (26.09%) gave individual impact from information systems (151) a rating of
seven while only CIOs (25%) gave the same rating (Figure 10). Fewer respondents
answered this question CEOs (n-46) vs. CIOs (n=48). Four point sixteen percent
(4.16%) of the CIOs rated this variable as a two or three. The test for homogeneity
showed similar distributions (g- 806). For the pooled analysis, the CEOs mean was 5.91
(.865 SD) while the CIOs mean was 5.83 (1.059 SD) as shown in Table 9. The paired
analysis yielded 6.04 vs. 5.88 respectively for CEOs and CIOs. There were no significant
differences in the pooled data (p=.691) or the paired data (p=1.000) as showed in Table 9.
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Figure 9. The Importance of Information Quality as a measure of Information Systems
Success in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States.
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Figure 10. The Importance of Individual Impact Received from an Information System as
a measure of Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher Education in the
Southeastern United States.
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Organizational impact received from information systems (15J) was considered
important by both CEOs and CIOs. The variable was rated as a six or seven by 84.44%
CEOs (n=45), while 91.84 % of the CIOs (n=49) rated it a six or seven (Figure 11). The
distributions were homogeneous (2=.537). The CIOs mean was 6.35 with a standard
deviation of .631 while the CEOs mean was 6.24 with an SD of .712 for the pooled data
(Table 9). The paired data were 6.26 vs. 6.42 for the CEOs and CIOs respectively.
Pooled data was not significant (£=.461) at the .05 level, but the paired data was
significant (p=.083) at the .10 Level of significance (Table 9).
Discussion
The perceptions of importance of the often used measures of success in
information systems were very similar on most of the variables. The respondents found a
high level of importance in the areas addressed by the subquestion. The data conveyed
the opinion that both CEOs and CIOs find the often used measures of information
systems success to be important to that success.
Subquestion 3. What is the decree of success of the institution in achieving the
institution's mission?
Findings
The degree of success in achieving the institution's mission (13A) was rated
highly by both CEOs and CIOs. Figure 12 shows a rating of six or seven was given by
83.33% of the CEOs (n=48) and 73.47% of the CIOs (n=49). Four point zero-eight
percent (4.08%) of the CIOs rated this variable as a two. As indicated in Table 10, the
distributions were homogeneous (p= 606). CEOs had a higher perception of success with
a mean of 6.06 (.755 SD) while CIOs mean was 5.78 (1.123 SD) for pooled data. For
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Figure 11. The Importance of Organizational Impact Received from an Information
System as a measure of Information Systems Success in a Survey of Higher Education in
the Southeastern United States.
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Figure 12. The Degree of Success in Achieving the Institution's Mission as Perceived byCEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States.
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TABLE 10
Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Success of the Institution in Achieving the
Mission of the Institution in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United
States
Item

:

13A Achieving Institution's
Mission
a
*
***

CEOs
CIOs
Homogeneity Difference in
Mean
Mean
Y/N p-value Means
SD SD Pooled Paired
.144 .038**
.606
Y
6.06
5.78
.755

..123

Question number from survey
p <10
2 <05
£ <01
CEO mean = 6.15; CIO mean = 5.73
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paired analysis the means were 6.15% for the CEOs and 5.73 % for the CIOs. The
differences in means were not significant (2=. 144) at the .05 level for the pooled data, but
were for the paired data (2=.038).
Discussion
Most CEOs and CIOs perceived that their institution does achieve the mission of
the institution. However, since the majority of both groups rated the degree of success a
six on the seven point scale, both CEOs and CIOs see room for improvement. As a
whole the higher educational institutions saw the mission of the organization being
successfully achieved.
Subquestion 4. What is the degree of involvement of the CEO and CIO in the
strategic planning of the institution and the strategic planning of the information systems
function?
Findings
Both CEOs and CIOs recognized the involvement of the CEO in the institution's
strategic planning process (IID) (Figure 13). The degree of involvement of the CEO was
rated as a six or seven by 81.63% of the CEOs (n=49) and by 80% of the CIOs (n=50).
The distributions were homogeneous (2=.757). Some CEOs (4.08%) rated their
involvement as a two or three, while 6% of the CIOs rated the CEO's involvement as a
three. The pooled data means of the CEOs and CIOs were 6.22 (1.104 SD) and 6.12
(1.136 SD) respectively (Table 11). The paired data means of the CEOs and CIOs were
6.23 and 5.88 respectively. There were no significant differences in the pooled or paired
means (p= 644, p= 164) respectively (Table 11).
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Figure 13. The Degree of Involvement of the CEO in the Institution's Strategic Planning
as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States.

60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
u
£
<U 30.00%
3
CT
Oi
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

1

!□ CEO

0.00%

2.04%

2.04%

2.04%

12.24%

i CIO

0.00%

0.00%

6.00%

4.00%

| 10.00%

Degree of Involvement

28.57%

53.06%

32.00% j 48.00%

139

TABLE 11
Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Involvement of CEOs and CIOs in the
Institutional Strategic Planning and Information Systems Strategic Planning Function in a
Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States
Itema

CEOs
Mean
SD
1 ID Institutional Planning CEO
6.22

CIOs
Mean
SD
6.12

Involved

1.104

1.136

5.60

5.28

1.144

1.526

4.86

4.24

1.528

1.866

6.49

6.73

.916

1.876

1 IE Institutional Planning CIO
Involved
12D IS Planning CEO Involved

12E IS Planning CIO Involved

Question number from survey
E <.10
2 <05
2 <01
Equal variance distributions not assumed

Homogeneity
Y/N p-value

Difference in
Means
Pooled Paired
.164
.644

Y

.757

Y

.100*

.238

.308

N

.013**

.079*b

.192

Y

.361

.102

.376
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The degree of involvement of the CIO in the institutional strategic planning
process (1 IE) was much lower (Figure 14). Only 62.5% of the CEOs (n=48) and 50% of
the CIOs (n=50) rated the CIO's involvement at a six or higher. Ten percent (10%) of the
CIOs rated their involvement in the institution's strategic planning as a two. The
distributions were homogeneous at the .05 level but not at the .10 level (£=.100) (Table
11). Likewise, the means were lower (Table 11); for the pooled analysis the CEOs mean
was 5.60 (1.144 SD) and the CIOs mean was 5.28 (1.526 SD). For the paired analysis the
CEOs mean was 5.56 and the CIOs mean was 5.08. There were no differences in the
means between the CEOs and CIOs response to this question, p=.238, and p=.308
respectively (Table 11).
The CEO was much less involved in the information systems planning process
(12D) (Figure 15). The CEOs involvement as rated by the CEOs (n=49) ranged from a 1
(4.08%) to a seven (16.33%). The majority rated a four (28.57%), five (20.41%) and a six
(20.41%). The CIOs (n-49) rated the CEOs involvement with the largest percentage on
the lower end of the scale 36.73% for the rates of one, two and three vs. 14.28% from the
CEOs. The test for homogeneity was significant (p=.013) at the .05 level therefore, equal
variance cannot be assumed (Table 11). As indicated in Table 11, the CEOs mean was
4.86 (1.528 SD) while the CIOs mean was 4.24 (1.866 SD) for pooled data. The paired
analysis yielded means of 4.88 for the CEOs and 4.31 for the CIOs. The means were
different in the pooled data (2=.079) at the .10 Level of significance, but not different in
the paired data (£=.192) (Table 11).
The degree of involvement of the CIO in the information systems planning
process (12E) was recognized by almost everyone (Figure 16).
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Figure 14. The Degree of Involvement of the CIO in the Institution's Strategic Planning
as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States.
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Figure 15. The Degree of Involvement of the CEO in the Information Systems Strategic
Planning as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the
Southeastern United States.
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Figure 16. The Degree of Involvement of the CIO in the Information Systems Strategic
Planning as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the
Southeastern United States.
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The involvement as rated by 65.31% of the CEOs (n=49) and 75.51% of the CIOs
(N=49) was a seven. Some CEOs (2.04%) rated the CIOs involvement as a two. The
distributions were homogeneous (£=.361) (Table 11). The CEO pooled mean on this
variable was 6.49 (.916 SD) while the CIO pooled mean was 6.73 (1.876 SD) (Table 11).
In the paired analysis the CEO mean was 6.65 vs. 6.77 for the CIOs. There were no
significant differences in the means of the pooled (2=. 102) or paired data (2=:.376)
respectively.
Discussion
The data showed CEOs were highly involved in the institution's strategic
planning but were much less involved in the information system planning. On the other
hand, CIOs were highly involved in information systems planning but much less involved
in the institution's strategic planning.
Subquestion 5. What is the degree of alignment between information systems planning
and the institution's strategic plan9
Findings
The degree of alignment between the information systems plan and the
institution's strategic plan (12F) was perceived as high by a majority of the CEOs and
CIOs (Figure 17). The alignment was rated by 65.3% of the CEOs (n=49) and 69.38% of
the CIOs (n=49) as a six or seven. Approximately six percent (6.12%) of both CEOs and
CIOs rate this variable as a three. The distributions were homogeneous (2=.972). The
pooled descriptive data (Table 12) indicates a CEO mean of 5.73 (1.151 SD). and a CIO
mean of 5.86 (1.155 SD). The paired data means yielded 5.77 and 5.69 for the CEOs and

Figure 17. The Degree of Alignment between the Information Systems Plan and the
Institution's Strategic Plan as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher
Education in the Southeastern United States.

40.00% h
35.00% 30.00% o 25.00% c
4) 20.00%
cO) 15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%

1

6

;

7

BCEO

0.00%

0.00%

36.73% ' 28.57%

I CIO

0.00%

0.00%

34.69% ' 34.69%
Degree of Alignment

146

TABLE 12
Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Alignment of Information Systems Strategic
Plan and the Institution's Strategic Plan in a Survey of Higher Education in the
Southeastern United States
Itema

CEOs

CIOs
Mean Mean
SD SD
12F Alignment of Information 5.73
5.86

System Strategic Plan with

1.151 1.155

Institution's Strategic Plan
a
*
**
***

Question number from survey
2 <10
2 <05
2 <01

Homogeneity
Y/N p-value
Y

.972

Difference in
Means
Pooled Paired
.600
.795
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CIOs respectively. There were no significant differences in either the pooled or paired
data (p=.600) and (£= 795) respectively (Table 12).
Discussion
All of the respondents noted some degree of alignment between their institution's
strategic plan and the information systems plan. The majority of the respondents
specified that their information systems' strategic plan aligned with the institution's
strategic plan. Even though some improvement could occur, in most of the institutions,
the administration is knowledgeable of the needs to link the two plans.
Subquestion 6. What is the degree of adequacy of financial resources in
institutional strategic planning and information systems planning?
Findings
The degree of adequacy of financial resources used in the institutional strategic
planning (1 IB) was rated low by most institutions, only 38.77% of the CEOs (n=49) and
32% of the CIOs (n=50) rate the variable six or better (Figure 18). Some CEOs (18.37%
rated the variable as a two or three, while 4% of the CIOs each rated the variable as a one
or two. Eight percent (8%) of the CIOs gave a rating of a three. The homogeneity test
was not significant (£=.587), therefore the hypothesis is not rejected, and the researcher
assumed that the distributions are the same (Table 13). For the pooled data the CEO
mean was 4.92 (1.351 SD) and the CIO mean was 4.80 (1.429 SD) (Table 13). For the
paired data the CEO means was 5.19 and the CIOs mean was 4.88. There were no
differences (p=.673) and (g=.415) for the respective pooled and paired data.
The degree of adequacy of financial resources used in the information systems
planning function (12B) was also rated lower on the scale (Figure 19). Only 24.49% of

Figure 18. The Degree of Adequacy of Financial Resources Used in the Institution's
Strategic Planning as Perceived by CEOs and ClOs in a Survey of Higher Education
the Southeastern United States.
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TABLE 13
Perceptions of CEOs and ClOs on Degree of Adequacy of Financial Resources Used in
the Institutional Strategic Planning Function and Information Systems Strategic Planning
Function in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States
Item3

CEOs
Mean
SD
1 IB Adequacy of Financial
4.92

CIOs
Homogeneity Difference in
Mean
Y/N p-value Means
SD Pooled
Paired
.415
Y
.587
.673
4.80

Resources used Institutional

1.351

1.429

12B Adequacy of Financial

4.37

4.61

Resources used Information

1.523

1.669

Strategic Planning
N

Systems Strategic Planning
Question number from survey
p <10
p <05
p <01
Equal variance distributions not assumed

.036**

.450b

.453
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Figure 19. The Degree of Adequacy of Financial Resources Used in the Institution's
Information Systems Planning Function as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of
Higher Education in the Southeastern United States.
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the CEOs (n=49) and 28.58% of the CIOs (n=49) rated the variable as a six or higher.
The distributions of the responses of CEOs and CIOs were not homogeneous (p=.036) at
the .05 level of significance, therefore unequal variances w ere assumed in the differences
of means test (Table 13). For pooled analysis, the CEO mean was calculated as 4.37
(1.523 SD) while the CIO mean was a 4.61 (1.669 SD) (Table 13). The paired analysis
yielded means of 4.88 for the CEOs and 4.62 for the CIOs. The means were not different
at the .05 level of significance (£=.450, p=.453 respectively) for the pooled or paired
data.
Discussion
The data showed that the majority of the respondents believed the degree of
adequacy of financial resources used in the planning function of institutional strategic
planning and information systems planning could be higher. Both CEOs and CIOs
recognized the necessity of financial resources in the planning function.
Subquestion 7. What is the degree of success provided bv the information
systems function in assisting with the achievement of the institution's mission?
Findings
The degree of success provided by the infonnation systems function in assisting
with the achievement of the institution's mission (13B) was rated high by both CEOs and
CIOs (Figure 20). The variable was rated six or higher by 62.5% of the CEOs (n=48) and
65.31% of the CIOs (n=49). However, some CEOs (4.16%) rated the variable as a two or
three with none rating it as a one. With CIOs only 2.04% rated the variable as a three
with none rating it as a one or two. The distributions were homogeneous (£=.384). Table
14 also shows the pooled means of the variable. The CEO mean was 5.50 (.968 SD)
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Figure 20. The Degree of Success that the Information Systems Function Provides in
Assisting in the Achievement of the Institution's Mission as Perceived by CEOs and
CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States.
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TABLE 14
Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Success that the Information Systems
Function Provides in Achievement in the Institution's Mission in a Survey of Higher
Education in the Southeastern United States
Itema

CEOs
Mean
SD
13B Information Systems 5.50

Function Provides in

.968

Achievement of the Institution's
Mission

*
***

Question number from survey
E <10
£ <05
2 <01

CIOs
Homogeneity Difference in
Mean Y/N p-value
Means
SD Pooled Paired
1.000
.232
5.73
Y
.384
.953
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while the CIO mean was 5.73 (.953 SD). For the paired data the CEO mean was 5.69 and
the CIO mean was 5.69. There were no significant differences in the means of the pooled
(£=•232) and the paired (£=1.000) data (Table 14).
Discussion
The data showed that the infonnation systems function has a part to play in
assisting the organization to achieve its mission. The assistance can be improved from the
perceptions of the CEOs and the CIOs. However, the majority believed that the
information systems function does assist the organization in achieving its mission. This
subquestion supported the finding of subquestion six dealing with the alignment of the
two plans. It would stand to reason that if the information system function was assisting
in the achievement of the institution's mission, then its strategic plan would be aligned
with the institution's strategic plan.
Subquestion 8. What is the degree of implementation of strategic plans of the
institution and the infonnation systems plans?
Findings
The degree of implementation of the institution's strategic plan (11C) was
perceived by CEOs and CIOs to be partially implemented (Figure 21). Only 10.2% of the
CEOs (n=49) and 8% of the CIOs (n=50) rated their institution's strategic plan as a
seven, the highest rate for implementation. CEOs (8.16%) rated the implementation as
only a three, while 14% of the CIOs rated the implementation as a three or less. The
distributions were homogeneous (2-.589). The pooled descriptive data (Table 15) show
the CEO mean and CIO mean was 5.24 (1.090 SD) and 4.86 (1.485 SD) respectively. For
the paired analysis the data showed the means as 5.38 vs. 4.81 respectively for the CEOs
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Figure 21. The Degree of Implementation of the Institution's Strategic Plan as Perceived
by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern United States.
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TABLE 15
Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Implementation of the Institution's Strategic
Plan and the Information Svstems Plan in a Survey of Higher Education in the
Southeastern United States
Item3

CEOs
CIOs
Homogeneity
Difference in
Mean
Mean
Y/N p-value
Means
SD SD Pooled Paired
11C Implementation of the
5.24
4.86
Y
.589
.145
.109

Institution Strategic Plan
12C Implementation of the
Information Systems Strategic

1.090

1.485

5.02

5.08

1.233

1.412

Plan
a
*
***

Question number from survey
2 <10
2 <05
2 <01

Y

.691

.820

.356
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and CIOs. The pooled mean and paired mean showed no differences (£>=.145, £=-109
respectively) in the perceptions of the CEOs and CIOs (Table 15).
The degree of implementation of the information systems plan (12C) showed a
little less degree of implementation (Figure 22). Only 6.12% of the CEOs (n=49) and
10. 2% of the CIOs (n=49) rated the implementation at seven. Some CEOs (12.24%) rated
their implementation as three or less. Some CIOs (16.32%) rated the implementation as a
three or less. The distributions were homogeneous (p=.691). Table 15 shows the CEO
mean was 5.02 (1.233 SD) and the CIO mean was 5.08 (1.412 SD) for the pooled data.
The paired data means were 5.23 vs. 4.92 respectively for the CEOs and the CIOs. There
were no significant differences in the means for the pooled data (p-.820) or the paired
data (p= 356) (Table 15).
Discussion
The respondents perceived some degree of implementation of their institutional
strategic plans and their information systems strategic plan, but realized that additional
implementation could be achieved by the institution in both categories. Both CEO and
CIO recognized the need for improvement of implementation in their institutions.
Subquestion 9. What differences exist between the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs
on planning and the success of information systems?
Findings
Planning was reviewed from two approaches: (a) institutional strategic planning,
and (b) information systems planning. A t-test for equality of means was conducted on
each of the items in the survey that dealt with planning. There was no difference at the
.05 level of significance in perception of the CEOs and CIOs as related to institutional
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Figure 22. The Degree of Implementation of the Institution's Information Systems Plan
as Perceived by CEOs and CIOs in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States.
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strategic planning and information systems planning (Table 16).

Two questions (15E,

15F) of the survey (Appendix A) asked the CEOs and CIOs for their perceptions on the
importance of planning of information systems as a measure of the success of the
information systems function (Figure 23) and the importance of the alignment of visions,
goals and objectives between the institution's strategic plan and the information systems'
plan as a measure of success of information systems function (Figure 24). The variable,
IS planning is important for information systems function success, was rated as six or
higher by 79.59% of the CEOs (n=49) and by 82% of the CIOs (n=50). Only 2.04% of
the CEOs rated this variable as a three. No CEO rated this variable lower than a three.
For the CIOs (2%) rated the variable as a two while another 2% rated it as a three. The
importance of alignment between the institution's strategic plan and the information
systems plan as a measure of success of the information systems function was rated six or
higher by 72.91% of the CEOs (n=48) and 88% of the CIOs (n=50). No CEOs rated this
variable below a four. Two percent (2%) of the CIOs rated the alignment variable as a
two, while 98% of the CIOs rated it at five or higher.
The distributions were homogeneous (p=.843) on information system planning as
a measure of success of information systems. The distributions were also homogeneous
on the alignment of information systems plan with the institution's strategic plan
(p=. 173) (Table 16). On the variable of the importance of planning as a measure of
information systems success (Table 16) the CEO mean was 6.08 (.895 SD) and the CIO
mean was 6.26 (.899 SD) for the pooled data. Table 16 also shows that on the variable of
alignment importance as a measure of information system success the CEO mean was
6.23 (.751 SD), and the CIO mean was 6.34 (.688 SD) for the pooled data.
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TABLE 16
Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs on Degree of Importance of the Information Systems
Planning as a Measure of Success of Information Svstems Function and the Alignment
of Information Systems Plan and the Institutions' Strategic Plan as a Measure of Success
of Information Svstems Success in a Survey of Higher Education in the Southeastern
United States
Item3

CEOs
Mean
SD

CIOs Homogeneity
Difference in
Mean Y/N p-value
Means
SD Pooled
Paired
6.26
Y
.843
.924
.548

15E Intormation Systems Planning

6.08

Measure of Information Systems

.895

.899

15F Alignment of Information

6.23

6.34

System Plan and Institutional

.751

.688

Success

Strategic Plan Measure of
Information Systems Success
a
*

Question number from survey
2 <-10

Y

.173

.332

.244
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Figure 23. The Degree of Importance of Information Systems Planning as a measure of
Information Systems Success in a Survey of the Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in Higher
Education in the Southeastern United States
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Figure 24. The Degree of Importance of the Alignment of Visions, Goals, and Objectives
between the Institutions' Strategic Plan and the Information Systems' Plan as a measure
ol Information Systems Success in a Survey of the Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in
Higher Education in the Southeastern United States
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For paired analysis, item 15E yielded a CEO mean of 6.19 and a CIO mean of
6.04. On item 15F the paired data means were 6.08 vs. 6.35 respectively for the CEOs
and the CIOs. There were no significant differences in the pooled (p=.924) or paired
(p=.548) data for the variable of information systems planning as a measure of success of
information systems or in the alignment of information systems plan with the institution's
strategic plan as a measure of information systems success: (a) pooled (p= 332) and (b)
paired (p=.244) (Table 16).
Discussion
In answer to this question there was no overall difference in the perceptions of the
CEOs and CIOs on the issue of planning and the success of information systems. Both
CEOs and CIOs considered information systems planning important for the success of
information systems. They also considered the alignment of the institution's strategic
plans and the information systems plans important to the success of information systems.
The CEOs and CIOs believed that planning can be improved in their institutions as
previously noted in subquestion one. However, in the paired sample test, there were two
areas (13A and 15B) in which the CEOs and the CIOs of the same institution differed.
Subquestion 10. What criteria are used by CEOs and CIOs to judge the success of
information systems function?
Findings
Different individuals use different criteria to judge the success of information
systems. All of the responses w ere categorized into major groupings and then evaluated.
Using this approach the respondents listed three major criteria used to determine the
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success of the information systems function: (a) user satisfaction, (b) meeting goals and
objectives, and (c) system reliability.
Discussion
The findings on this subquestion provided a group of categories where other
measurable constructs may be placed. In other words, to measure the success of
information systems it may be approached from the three categories: (a) user satisfaction,
(b) meeting goals and objectives, and (c) system reliability. It would appear that one
category was insufficient to reach success. All of the categories were necessary to reach
success of information systems.
Subquestion 11. What effects do demographics have on the perceptions of CEOs
and CIOs on planning and the success of information systems?
Findings
Demographic data were reviewed from various points-of-view: (a) location, (b)
type of institution, (c) size of the institution, (d) SACS level, (e) experience level of the
respondents measured by how long they held their current position, (f) educational level
of the respondent, (g) reporting levels between the CEO and the CIO, and (h) how the
respondent completed the survey (i.e. collected by mail or web). Table 17 indicates ihe
significant differences at the .05 level of significance for each institutional demographic
data while Table 18 indicates the same for each respondent demographic data. Location
showed significant difference on only one question: question 15H - degree of importance
of infonnation quality as a measure of success of information systems (£>=.000) for the
location variable and for the interaction with position (p=.003). Type of institution had no
significant difference on any questions. Size had no significant difference on any

TABLE 17
Analysis of Variance of Significant Differences of Means by Institutional Demographic
Data in a Survey of Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in Higher Education in Southeastern
United States
df
Location - 15H
Location
Position
Interaction
SACS Level- HE
SACS Level
Position
Interaction
SACS Level - 12A
SACS Level
Position
Interaction
*
***

K

10
1
8

3.733
3.092
3.210

.000***
.083*
.003**

3
1

2.706
1.682
2.503

.050**
.198
.064*

3.634
.042
.186

.016**
.837
.906

3
1
3
p <10
p <05
p<01

TABLE 18
Analysis of Variance of Significant Differences of Means by Respondent Demographic
Data in a Survey of Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in Higher Education in Southeastern
United States
df
Report Level - 15D
Report Level
Position
Interaction

3
1
3
p<10
p <05
p <01

F

P

4.128
.050
1.218

.009***
.824
.308
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question. SACS reporting level accounted for significant differences in two questions: (a)
question 1 IE - degree of involvement of the CIO in the institutional strategic planning
(£=.050) for the SACS reporting level variable and for the interaction with position
(2=.064), and (b) 12A - degree of success of institution's information systems planning
function (£=.016) for the SACS reporting level variable and for the interaction with
position (£=.906). The respondent demographics showed one significant difference.
Experience provided for no significant difference on any question. Earned degree
provided for no significant difference. Reporting levels accounted for significant
difference in one question: 15D - importance of user satisfaction with information
systems as a measure of success of information systems (£=.009) for the reporting level
variable and for the interaction with position (£=.308). Lastly, how the respondent
completed the survey was not significant in accounting for differences in any question.
Discussion
Demographics do affect the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs, but on a limited
basis. The institutional demographics SACS reporting level showed differences in areas
where one would logically expect differences to occur. Larger organizations tend to have
more formal planning and implementation procedures. Location posed an interesting
point for further study. One would not expect differences within the region of the
country'.
Overarching Question: What are the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in regard to
planning and information systems success in not-for-profit institutions of higher
education whose highest degree conferred is a master's degree or above, which_are
located in the southeast United States, and are accredited by the SACS?
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Findings
Since the previous analysis showed limited differences in the perceptions of
CEOs and CIOs, factor analysis was used as an exploratory technique. An analysis was
conducted on a combined basis as well as a separate analysis grouped on the CEOs and
CIOs. The analysis used the Principal Component Analysis as the extraction method and
Varimax with Kaiser Normalization as the rotation method. The analysis on the
combined data set produced six components while the analysis on CEOs and CtOs
produced seven components and eight components respectively. The six components of
the combined analysis accounted for 67.969% of the variance. The seven components for
the CEO analysis accounted for 76.519% of the variance, while the CIO analysis
accounted for 78.079% of the variance. Tabachmck & Fidell (2000) suggested using a
cutoff of .32 to .71 for the loading variables on the component. The .32 is on the lower
end and will load the most variables to the components. At this level some variables may
load on more than one component. Tabachnick & Fidell suggested that .55 is considered
good and will usually reduce the number of multiple loaded variables. The rotated
component matrix for each analysis is indicated by Tables 19, 20, 21. The correlation
matrix from the factor analysis showed an interesting characteristic. On the variable of
infonnation systems function's success, the often used components to measure success
had a very low correlation with the variable: on-time and within budget (.151), fully use
systems (.048), user satisfaction (.11!), infonnation system quality (.151), infonnation
quality (.124), individual impact (.154) and organizational impact (-.025). The additional
components of planning and alignment added by this study yielded (.236 and .198)
respectively. Both components were significant (.012 and .030) in a one-tail test at .05.
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TABLE 19
Factor .Analysis Rotated Component Matrix Using Combined Data from Survey from
Higher Education in Southeastern United States
Item a
1
2
3
4
1 IB
.862
11A
.747
11C
.736
12B
.724
13A
.691
15A
.758
.758
12E
13B
.742
12A
.719
12C
.673
12F
.610
15C
.758
15E
.742
15D
.704
15B
.656
.602
151
15F*
HE*
.739
15J
.704
15G
.690
15H
1 ID
12D
14B
14A
13C
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
* Not Loaded at the .55 Level
a
Question number on Survey (See Appendix A)

5

6

.742
.660
.912
.864
.590
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TABLE 20
Factor Analysis Rotated Component Matrix Using CEO Data from Survey from Higher
Education in Southeastern United States
Item a
1
2
3
4
15A
.891
13B
.832
12C
.745
12F
.742
12E
.727
12A
.725
13 A*
11B
.867
12B
.828
11A
.727
11C
.724
15C
.914
15E
.715
151
.703
.694
15D
.849
15H
15G
.773
15J
.714
15B
.659
1 ID
12D
13C
15F*
14A
14B
HE
Extraction Method: Principal Component
Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser
Normalization.
Rotation converged in 8 iterations.
* Not Loaded at the .55 level
a
Question number on Survey (See Appendix A)

5

6

7

.790
.778
.576
.901
.899
.723
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TABLE 21
Factor Analysis Rotated Component Matrix Using CIO Data from Survey from Higher
Education in Southeastern United States
Item a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8^
12B
.857
12C
.831
12A
.794
15A
.761
13B
.738
1 IB
.724
13A
.657
11C*
15E .796
15B .785
15D .704
1 IE*
1 ID
.801
11A
.718
12D
.594
12F*
15H
.884
15G
.772
15C*
15F*
14A
.932
14B
.871
15J
.887
151
.587
13C
.773
12E*
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Rotation converged in 44 iterations.
* Not Loaded at the .55 level
** No variable loaded on Factor 8 at the .55 level
a
Question number on Survey (See Appendix A)
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Discussion
The previous subquestions also provided data for this overarching question. In
summary- of that data, CEOs and CIOs rated planning important and showed that their
institutions can improve on the process and the implementation of the institution's
strategic planning and the information systems planning. The CEOs and CIOs also
thought planning was important to the success of information systems functions.
Assigning terms or names to the components was the next step in the evaluation
of factor analysis. The six factors extracted in the combined analysis were also included
in the individual analyses of CEO and CIO with slight modifications of variables and
order.
The six components of the combined analysis could be named as follows:
Factor 1:

Commitment to Institutional Strategic Planning

Factor 2:

Commitment to Information Systems Planning

Factor 3:

Information Systems Success from a E>usiness/User Perspective

Factor 4:

Information Systems Success from a Qualitative Perspective

Factor 5

CEO Involvement in Planning

Factor 6:

Importance of Information Systems and Information Systems
Planning to Institutional Success

When evaluated separately, the CEOs and CIOs added two additional components
(Factor 7 by CEOs and CIOs; Factor 8 by CIOs):
Factor 7:

CIO Involvement in Planning

Factor 8:

CEO and CIO Involvement in Institutional Strategic Planning
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This laid the foundation for additional study on the makeup of the variables of the
components and their relationships. The perceptions of the CEOs and CIOs were that
planning is involved in information systems success.
Qualitative Data: Open-ended Questions
Findings
Several questions were asked that were open-ended in nature. The purpose was to
attempt to acquire information as to why or how some of the rated questions were
answered as they were. Three questions asked what criteria the respondent used to
determine the success of the items: (a) institution's strategic plan, (b) institution's
information systems' function strategic plan, and (c) institution's information systems
function. Two questions asked how the institution insured the implementation of the
items: (d) institution's strategic plan, and (e) the information systems function's strategic
plan. One additional question asked for any additional comments the respondent might
have about the institution's strategic plan, information system planning and/or
information systems success. Item (c) was discussed in subquestion 10, therefore, here
only the remaining ones are covered. Less than five percent of the questionnaires had no
response in the qualitative section. The criteria used to measure success of institution's
strategic planning were listed as:
1. Accomplishment of goals and objectives
2. Benchmarking
3. Strategic plan
4. Involvement of stakeholders
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The criteria listed for measuring success of information systems planning success
were:
1. Accomplishment of goals
2. Annual Review
3. Alignment of goals and mission of institution
The criteria for insuring the implementation of the institution's strategic plan
were:
1. Annual evaluation
2. Strategic plan
3. Periodic review
The criteria for insuring the implementation of the iiiforrnation systems function's
strategic plan were:
1. Accountability of the plan
2. Annual evaluation
3. Continuous monitoring
The extra comment section found the following issues:
J.

Planning is dependent on involvement

2. There is insufficient time to plan
3. Organization is critical
Discussion
Most of the open-ended questions yielded very similar results. One key
observ ation of all of the criteria mentioned was that most of them consisted of output or
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accountability oriented items. This could reflect the present environment in the education
reform movement, where accountability is at the head of the list.
Summary
The data gathered and analyzed in this chapter were studied to determine the
perceptions of the CEOs and CIOs in regard to planning and information systems success
in not-for-profit institutions of higher education in the southeastern United States.
Further, it sought to understand if institutional demographics or individual demographics
influenced the perceptions. It also looked at how the variables might be grouped on
factors that would give a clearer picture of the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in regard to
planning and information systems success.
The findings indicated that the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in regard to
institutional strategic planning, information systems planning, and information systems
success were the same on most of the variables studied in this study. The few that were
different were only in degree. There was no case where the CEOs and the CIOs were on
opposite ends of the continuum. The respondents overall conclusion was that the
institution's strategic planning, and infonnation systems' planning were important and
the process could be improved. The major finding was that both CEOs and CIOs
identified planning as an important measure of the success of an information systems
function and that the criteria for judging an infonnation systems success could be
grouped into three categories: (a) user satisfaction, (b) meeting goals and objectives, and
(c) system reliability.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Summary
Information is exploding at a phenomenal rate in the world today. The challenge
of today's organizations is to organize this information in an efficient and effective
manner for decision making (Drucker, 2001). Systems have been created to this end and
the result is the information systems of today. Information systems affect every major
aspect of society. Organizations are becoming more dependent on information systems
with every passing day (Strassmann, 1997). Therefore, administration and management
of the organizations must develop the means and procedures to get the most utilization
from these systems. An information system should deliver information that aids the
administration in making decisions that accomplish the organization's objectives and
goals, which in turn assist in the realization of the organization's vision (Drucker,
Kaufman. 2000). To acquire the needed administration information, educational
institutions need to accomplish a better alignment of their educational strategic vision and
the vision for their information systems (Drucker, Kaufman, Lewis, 1983). This study
sought to identify and measure the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs of not-for-profit
educational institutions in the southeastern United States in regard to institutional
strategic planning, information systems planning, and information systems success.
The researcher mailed a survey to the 316 not-for-profit educational institutions
that met the criteria desired in the study. The criteria consisted of institutions which 'w ere
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SACS accredited and conferred degrees higher than a Masters. The initial cover letter to
the institution (Appendix B) asked that the enclosed separate packets be forwarded to the
CEO and the CIO of the institution. Inside of each respondent packet was an informed
consent letter (Appendix C) asking the individual to complete the enclosed survey either
by returning it in the enclosed postage paid envelope or by going to a web site and
completing it online. Five weeks later, a follow up letter (Appendix D) was sent to every
institution where both the CEO and CIO had not responded. The quantitative data
collected from the respondents were then analyzed using appropriate statistical
techniques with SPSS, and the qualitative portion of the survey was analyzed using
appropriate qualitative techniques. The quantitative data were analyzed using
frequencies, means, ANOVAs, correlations, and factors analysis. The qualitative data
were analyzed using techniques suggested by Marshall & Rossman (1999) that required
the researcher's analytic reasoning. Categories were developed by dual independent
analysis identifying the significant groups of meaning held by the respondents.
Analysis of Research Findings
The major findings of this study may be summarized as follows:
1.

Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in not-for-profit institutions of higher
education in the southeastern United Sates in regard to planning and
information systems success were the same in terms of most of the
variables of the study. The perceptions which differed were only in a
matter of degree. There were no occasions where the perceptions of the
CEOs and CIOs were on opposite ends of the continuum.
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2. Demographics had little to do with the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in
regard to planning and information systems success.
3. The criteria for judging the success of the information systems function
could be categorized into (a) user satisfaction, (b) meeting goals and
objectives, and (c) system reliability.
Additional discussion of the major points and how they relate to the previous
literature will be discussed in the next section.
Discussion of Research Findings
This discussion is ordered by the major findings listed in the previous section. All
discussion is related to the original literature found in Chapter II.
Perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in Regard to Planning and Information Systems
Success
The perceptions of CEOs and CIOs were similar on most of the variables
leviewed in the study. The institution's strategic planning function, information system
pjanning function, and the information system function were all considered somewhat
successful by both groups, but capable of improvsnieuc. This confirms the previous
research of King (1988), King and Teo (1997), and Ledtrer and Sethi (1988). However,
the findings were somewhat better than would have been expected from that previous
literature.
Adequacy of financial resources as nl.i'ed to planning was given a more neutral
rating. Both CEOs and CIOs thought the amount of resources provided to institutional
strategic planning and to infornuiuon systems planning /iceded to be higher before this
resource could be considered as adequate. King (1988) also found resources, including
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financial resources, to be important in planning. Implementation of institution's strategic
plan and the information systems plan were both given a mean of 5.05 on the seven point
scale. Therefore, the plans were not being implemented in the detail one would hope.
This confirmed research from Lederer and Sethi (1988) that stated that plans are not
necessarily implemented and things implemented are not necessary planned. The
involvement of CEO and CIO was reversed between institutional strategic planning and
information systems planning. CEOs were more heavily involved in institutional
planning where CIOs were more heavily involved in information systems planning as
would be expected. This research supported research by Lederer and Sethi (1996) that the
CEO is still not fully involved in information system planning. Actually this study
showed that the CIO was more involved in institutional strategic planning than the CEO
was with information systems planning.
The questions dealing with the achievement of the institution's mission also
showed agreement in perception. This question indicated more awareness of the
importance of information systems in assisting the institution in achieving its mission.
The degree of importance of an information systems function in achieving the
institution's mission was rated a 6.33 on a seven point scale. This would suggest that
more CEOs and CIOs understand the importance of information systems in a knowledge
based society. Drucker (1993) has been advocating this approach for a number of years.
Both CEOs and CIOs saw their institutions dependent on information systems in the
cun'cnt operations. However, in one of the areas of significant difference CIOs saw more
dependence in future operations than CEOs did. Even this difference was one of small
degree.
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In the area of information systems success the perception of the CEOs and CIOs
were again in agreement on most issues. Each saw the often used components for
measuring success as important. However, an area of difference was CIOs saw user
satisfaction more important than CEOs. This confirmed that the information success
model, proposed by DeLone and McLean (1992) and extended by Seddon (1997),
included important components as a measure of information systems success. However,
this research added the components dealing with planning and alignment of goals
between institutional planning and information systems planning. These were also rated
as important. This suggested that the current model may need to add some additional
components.
In the question asking for criteria of judging information systems as a success the
CEOs and CIOS were in agreement and listed three categories: (a) user satisfaction, (b)
meeting goals & objectives, (c) and system reliability. Perceptions are basically the same
in regard to planning and information systems success. Next the area of demographics
will be explored.
Demographic Factors
Demographic factors were divided into institutional factors and individual factors
and played only a minor role in the influence on the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs.
Institutional factors included location, type of institution, size, SACS level, and reporting
levels between the CEO and the CIO. Individual factors were the position of the
respondent, experience, earned degree, and how the data was collected (i.e. by mail or
web). The institutional factor of size showed difference in the perceptions of CEOs and
CIOs on the issue of implementation of the institutional strategic plan and the
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information systems plan. Ein-Dor and Segev (1978) suggested that size could play a role
in influencing the implementation of information systems planning. Reporting levels
showed a significant difference in perception on the involvement of the CIO in the
institution's strategic plan. Also perception on the success of the information systems
plan was affected by the reporting level. This variable dealt with organizational structure
as defined by Dearden (1972). This influence would make logical sense in that the
number of reporting levels between the CEO and the CIO would affect the involvement
of the CIO in institutional planning.
Criteria for Judging the Success of Information Systems
The criteria for judging the success of information systems was summarized into
three categories: (a) user satisfaction, (b) meeting goals & objectives, and (c) system
reliability. Upon an analysis of the DeLone and McLean (1992) model and the extension
provided by Seddon (1997) the components of both v ersions could be classified into three
categories (a) system reliability, (b) user satisfaction and use, and (c) impact on the
individuals and organizations. The respondents from higher education in this study chose
to add the category of meeting goals & objectives as well as prioritizing the list with user
satisfaction first, meeting goals & objectives second and systems reliability third. These
categories could be redefined as user satisfaction, planning & implementation, and
systems reliability.
Conclusions
The data led to the following conclusions drawn from the perceptions of the
CEOs and CIOs:
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1.

Institutional planning and information systems planning were important in
assisting an institution in achieving its mission.

2. Information system planning had some alignment with the institution's
strategic planning.
3. The CEOs and CIOs were involved in both planning processes, but not as
much in the other's domain. CIOs seemed to be more involved in
institutional strategic planning than the CEOs were in information systems
planning.
4. The CEOs and CIOs considered planning important as a measure of
information systems success.
5. The CEOs and CIOs used the criteria of user satisfaction, planning &
implementation, and systems reliability as the best way to judge the
success of information systems.
6. The CEOs and CIOs had a slightly different perception in regard to user
satisfaction as a measure of success of information systems.
7. The CEOs and CIOs had a somewhat different perception in regard to
whether the institution was dependent on the information system function
for future operations.
8. The perceptions of the CEOs and CIOs were rot different in regarc: to
institutions strategic planning, information systems planning or
information systems function success.
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Implications
Implicit in all research is the desire to make a contribution to the knowledge in the
field and improve the practice of the field. So it is with this research. Three points
strongly present themselves as rational and relevant.
First, for the field, this study indicated that institutional strategic planning and
information systems planning were important, and for the mission of the institution to be
achieved it depended to a degree on the success of the institution's information systems
function, which in turn relied on the success of the information system plan. Therefore, it
would pay dividends for an institution to align the goals and objectives of the information
systems plan with the goals and objectives of the institution's strategic plan. The CEOs
should become more involved with the information systems planning while permitting
the CIO to be more involved with the overall strategic plan of the institution. The CEO
needs to accept the fact that in an informational and knowledge based society the need for
relevant infonnation is critical to the organization. The information must be present to
make key decisions in this fast paced world and this situation is only going to increase in
the future. As Lewis (1983) noted almost twenty years ago, "Planning takes time" (p. 23),
time as well as other resources must be applied to the planning process and these
resources include the involvement of both the CEO and the CIO in the process. The
CEOs and CiOs in higher education seem to perceive the importance of this
phenomenon. They must now appK what they perceive.
Second, for researchers, the need is present to conduct further research into the
subject of planning and information systems success because the success of an
cdue-jtional institution's information system is critical in this knowledge based society.
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With the speed of knowledge transformation the researchers must address how the
organization becomes a learning organization and is able to constantly change with its
environment. Linking the information systems plan to the institution's strategic plan is
critical for the success of the learning organization of the 21st century. Researchers must
continually ask questions and think outside of the box. Using this and other studies, the
researchers must evaluate new knowledge and apply it to the existing knowledge base to
continue to improve the options for the field to implement. This research must be
practical and not some "ivory tower" approach, for the researcher's job must be to assist
the practitioner in the field.
Third, researchers must apply every bit of knowledge gathered from this and other
studies to improve their theoretical models of the real world.

It is by challenging what is

known that mankind learns what is unknown.
This research has the potential to address all three of the above implications. First,
the knowledge gleamed from this study should be published with the point of assisting
education administrators who face the front line every day in running institutions of
higher education. Concrete ways to implement the planning processes are necessary,
ways to align the information systems strategic plan with the institution's strategic plan,
and how to assure the success of the information systems function in delivering the tools
necessary to function in this fast changing world. Second, some of the data suggest ways
to insiruct educational administmtors in the implementation of this strategy. Third, the
data suggest that another extension is needed in the current models of the measurement of
information systems success. This extension should include the effects of planning on
information systems success. This extension must be brought forward at the earliest time
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possible, so knowledge may continue to grow in this field that is so critical to the
operations of institutions of higher education.
Dissemination
There are three groups who could benefit from the results of this study. These
groups are: (a) education administrators of higher education, (b) the education technology
researchers and (c) the information systems researchers. The education administrators of
higher education may be reached through professional meetings of associations dealing
with higher education. Papers and articles may be presented and written for dissemination
in professional journals, proceedings and conferences. The education technology
researchers may be reached through scholarly journals and conferences. The information
systems researchers cover fields other than education. This field has its own set of
conferences and scholarly journals. This group may also be reached through scholarly
journal articles and conferences. Knowledge should be shared across fields. Business, for
example, can learn points from education on the learning organization and how to
implement information systems in these organizations. On the other hand education can
learn from business in areas where businesses specialize. A plan of dissemination is
proposed for at least one article or proceeding to be developed for each of the above
groups over tiie course of the next two years. Sharing knowledge is critical for any field
and it is the job of all researchers to meet this challenge.
Recommendations
Based on the findings, conclusions, and implications of this study, the following
recommendations are suggested:
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1. Because this study was limited to one region of the United States, another
study should be conducted to include CEOs and CIOs of other regions of
the country.
2. A national study may also be conducted by drawing a sample of
institutions of higher education from the nation as a whole.
3. An additional study may be conducted in other industries to see if the
differences found in this study relating to the existing models are generic
or industry specific.
4. Data collected in this study should be analyzed in supplementary ways
given the additional information learned in this study. For example, begin
to look at the relationships among the factors developed from the factor
analysis.
This research attempted to study the perceptions of CEOs and CIOs in regard to
planning and information systems' success in not-for-profit institutions of higher
education in the southeastern United Sates. It is only a beginning, a limited beginning,
but it has shown that CEOs and CIOs perceive planning and information systems success
closely. The data point to the fact that a successful information systems' function is
considered important in achieving the institution's mission. It has also indicated that
planning is important as a measure of success of information systems. Therefore, an
extension to tne current models or new models should be addiessed in light of this new
knowledge.
A plan is necessary before implementation can begin and the implementdtio:: of
the plan increases our chances of success in anything, be it information systems.
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education administration or life. As previously observed. Sir William Osier noted
correctly, nearly one hundred years ago, "When schemes are laid in advance, it is
surprising how often the circumstances fit in with them," (1904, p. 144).
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Instructions:
This survey seeks to measure the perceptions of the President/CEO and the Senior
Information Systems Executive/CIO of institutions of higher education as related to the
institution's strategic planning, information systems planning and their relationship to the
overall success of the information systems function. The same survey instrument will be
completed by both President/CEO and Senior Information Systems Executive/CIO. Please
answer each question on the basis of your perception.
Questions 1-10 should be answered by completing the blank or circling the appropriate
response.
Questions 11-15 should be answered by filling in the block containing the appropriate rank
(1-7) on the polar extreme scale.
Questions 16-21 should be answered as appropriate listing as much information as possible.
Completed surveys should be returned in enclosed envelope.
I thank you in advance for your support in this research endeavor.
Section I
1. Location & Name of institution:
List name of the institution:

Please Select State:
State: AL FL GA KY LA MS NC SC TN TX VA
2. Level of Highest Degree offered by your institution:
1. Level 3: Masters as Highest Degree
2. Level 4: Masters and Education Specialist Degree as highest degree
3. Level 5: Three or fewer Doctoral Degrees as highest degree
4. Level 6: Four or more Doctoral Degrees as highest degrees
3. Size of Institution: Total FTE enrollment as of fall 2001:

4. What percentage of the institution's total budget is spent on the Information Systems Function
including both academic and administrative expenditures?

5. Type of Institution:
1. Public
2. Private

6. Your Position:
1 President/'CEO
2. Senior Information Systems Executive/CIO
7. Please enter the number of years in your current position
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8. Please enter your highest earned degree:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Ph.D
Ed.D
Masters
Other

9. Please enter the major degree field of your highest earned degree:

10. How many reporting levels are between the Senior Information System (IS) Executive and the
President? (Note: If the Senior IS Executive reports directly to the President that is one level)

1. 1 Level
2. 2 Levels
3. 3 Levels
4. 4 Levels
5. 5 Levels
6. More

A

Section 11
11. Please rate the following issues as they relate to your institution's strategic planning function.
The degree of success of the institution's strategic planning function is
Unsuccessful
Successful
The degree of adequacy of financial resources used in the institutions strategic planning
function is
1
5
Inadequate
Adequate

C j
The degree of implementation of the institution's strategic plan is
Not Implemented
fI j 2 3 | 4 | S [ 6 | 7 |
~
Implemented
The degree of involvement of the President/CEO in the institution's strategic planning
function is
|ll2|3|4l5|6|7| ~
Involved
Uninvolved
E |

The degree of involvement of the Senior Infonnation Systems Executive'CIO in the
institution's strategic planning function is
Involved
Uninvolved

12. Please rate the following issues as they relate to your institution's information systems
planning function.
A 1
The degree of success of the institution's information systems planning function is
_ Unsuccessful
"T"l[2|3r4~l5l6|7 J
Successful
B

[

The degree of adequacy of financial resources used in the institutions information
systems planning function is
7 1
Adequate
Inadequate
! 1 1 2 j 3" I '

C J
The degree of implementation of the institution's information systems plan is
Not Implemented j I | 2 | 3 | 4
5 | 6 j 7 j Implemented

D

The degree of involvement of the President /CEO in the institution's information system
planning is
7 |
Involved
L'ninvolved
|l!2|3|4|5|6

E

The degree of involvement of the Senior Information S\stems Executive,CIO in
information systems planning is
Uninvolved
] 1 i2|3|4|5|6|7|
Involved

F

The degree of alignment between the institution's strategic plan and the information
systems function strategic plan is
No Alignment
1 |2|3|4
5|6|7|
Alianment

13. Please rate the following issues as they relate to achieving your institution's mission.
1
In my perception the degree of success of the institution in achieving its mission is
I
Unsuccessful
| i I 2| 3 i 4 I 5 ] 6 j 7 [~ Successful
In my perception the degree of success that the information system function provides in
assisting in the achievement of the institution's mission is
Unsuccessful
Successful
The degree of importance of a successful information systems function in achieving the
institution's mission is
Unimportant
Important

A

14. Please rate the following issues as they relate to your institution.
The degree to which the institution is dependent on the Information Systems Function
for present operations is
Not Critical
| l|2|3i4|5|6|7|
Criucal
The degree to which the institution is dependent on the Information Systems Function
for future operations is
Not Critical 12
3
4
5
6
7
Critical

A

In mv perception the degree of success of the information systems function is
5
4
6
7
Successful
1 ] 2
3
Unsuccessful

B

In my perception information systems being on-time and within budget is important as a
measure of success of information systems
4
6
7
Important
5
3
Unimportant
1 ! 2

c:

In my perception information systems being fully used is important as a measure of
success of information systems
7
Important
Unimportant
1 1 2
3
4
5
6

D

In my perception user satisfaction with information systems is important as a measure of
success ot nformation systems
Important
4
7
3
6
Unimportant
1 ! 2
3
■

E

In my perception the planning of information systems is important as a measure of
success of information systems
1
Important
7
4
6
5
Unimportant
3
! 2
In my perception the alignment of visions, goals and objectives between the institution's
strategic plan and the information systems' plan is important as a measure of success of

| information systems
Unimportant
|ll2|3|4|5i6|7| Important
G

In my perception information system quality is important as a measure of success of
information systems
Unimportant
|112|3|4[5|6|7|
Important
I In my perception information quality is important as a measure of success of
J
information systems
Unimportant
|l|2l3|4|5|6|7l Important
In my perception individual impact received from an information system is important as
a measure of success of information systems
Unimportant
1" 1 |2[3|4|5|6|7| Important
In my perception organizational impact received from an information system is
important as a measure of success of information systems
Unimportant
1 |2|3|4|5|6|7|
Important

Section III
16. What criteria do you use to determine the success of the institution's strategic plan?

17. What criteria do you use to determine the success of the institution's information system
function's strategic plans?
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18. What criteria do you use to determine the success of the institution's information systems
function?

19. How does your institution insure the implementation of the institution's strategic plan?

20. How does your institution insure implementation of the information systems function's
strategic plan1
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21. Please list any additional comments you may have about your institutional strategic planning,
information system planning and/or information systems success.

Thank you again for your time and input.

If you would like a copy of the results of the study, please

Q check the box.

211

Appendix B. Initial Cover Letter to the Institution

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF LEADERSHIP,
TECHNOLOGY, & HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

COUNSELOR EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGY
SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY
SPECIAL EDUCATION

June 29, 2002

Dear Colleague:

My name is Howard C. Woodard. I am an Associate Professor of Information Systems at
Georgia College & State University and a candidate for an Ed.D in Education
Administration in Higher Education at Georgia Southern University. I am interested in
reviewing the relationship that may exist between planning and information systems
success in institutions of higher education. Information systems have become an
important component of higher education administration. Therefore it is important that
information systems be successful from an organizational mission point of view. There is,
however, no research which addresses this relationship. The present study is an attempt to
access this relationship.
You will find in this package two envelopes. Each has a letter of consent, instructions,
and a survey. One should be completed by the president/CEO of the institution, the other
by the senior information systems executive/CIO of the institution. The survey and letter
is the same for both respondents. I would ask that the enclosed envelopes be forwarded to
the appropriate individuals on your campus. Each respondent has the opportunity to
complete the survey online. I would encourage the use of the online format.
I thank you in advance for your assistance in accomplishing this research study. If you
have any questions, I may be reached by phone at (478) 875-2089 or by email at
hwoodard@gcsu.edu.

A UNIT OF THE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM DF GEORGIA • AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL OPPORTUNITY INSTITUTION
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Appendix C. Informed Consent Letter for Respondent

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF LEADERSHIP,
HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1

'
UNIVERSITY

STATESSORO. GEORGIA 3C4eO-8'3!
TELEPHONE (9'2)681
(9'2) 681-53C7
FAX (912)486-7104

COUNSELOR EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGY
SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY
SPECIAL EDUCATION

June 29, 2002

Dear Colleague:
My name is Howard C. Woodard. I am an Associate Professor of Information Systems at
Georgia College & State University and a candidate for an Ed.D in Education Administration in
Higher Education at Georgia Southern University. I am interested in reviewing the relationship
that may exist between planning and information systems success in institutions of higher
education. Information systems have become an important component of higher education
administration. Therefore, it is important that information systems be successful from an
organizational mission point of view. There is, however, no research which addresses this
relationship. The present study is an attempt to access this relationship.
This letter is to request your assistance in gathering data to analyze this situation. There is, of
course, no penalty should decide not to participate or to later withdraw from the study. If you
agree to participate, please complete the attached questionnaire and place it in the envelope
provided or you may complete it online. The instructions for the online site and submission are
enclosed Completion and return or completion and submission of the questionnaire will indicate
permission to use the information you provide in the study. Please be assured that your responses
will be kept absolutely confidential at both the individual and institutional level. The
questionnaires are identical for all respondents. The study will be most useful if you respond to
every item in the questionnaire, you may choose not to answer one or more of them, without
penalty. If you would like a copy of the study's results, you may indicate your desire by noting it
on the survey instrument by checking the appropriate box al the end of the survey.
If you have any questions about this research, please call me. Howard C. Woodard at (478) 8752089. If you have any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant in this
study, they should be directed to the IRB Coordinator at the Office of Research Services and
Sponsored Programs at (912) 681-5465.
Let me thank you in advance for your assistance in studying this question. The results should
allow the analysis of the relationship between planning and information systems success in
institutions of higher education.

A UNIT OF THE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF GEORGIA • AFF PMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL OPPORT'-'NI TV iNSriT'jTiON

Appendix D. Follow up Letter to Institution

GEORGIA
SOU1HERN
UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF LEADERSHIP,
TECHNOLOGY, & HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
POST OFFICE BOX 3'31
STATESBORO. GEORGIA 30:60-8:31
TELEPHONE (9'2)68'-5307
FAX (912) 486-71C4

COUNSELOR EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGY
SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY
SPECIAL EDUCATION

August 6, 2002

Dear Colleague:

My name is Howard C. Woodard, an Associate Professor of Information Systems at
Georgia College & State University. I am currently a candidate for an Ed.D in Education
Administration in Higher Education at Georgia Southern University. About four weeks
ago I sent you a package containing information and a survey about a study I am
conducting. The study is reviewing the relationship that may exist between planning and
infonnation systems success in institutions of higher education. Information systems have
become an important component of higher education administration. It is important that
infonnation systems be successful from an organizational mission point of view. No
research has addressed this relationship. The present study is an attempt to access this
relationship.
I requested that the president/CEO and the senior information systems executive/CIO of
your institution respond to the survey. If both individuals have responded, I thank you
for your contribution to this study. If these individuals at your institution have not
responded, I need their cooperation in completing the survey. Their information is
important to the study. The survey may be completed online in about ten minutes;
instructions are enclosed.
I thank you in advance for your assistance in accomplishing this research study. If you
have any questions, I may be reached by email at hwoodard^gcsu.edu.

A UNIT OF THE UNIVEnsrTY SVS"M OF GEORGIA • AFFIRMATIVE ACTON/EQLAL OF0CR,'JNITY INSTITUTION
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Appendix E. Instruction for Online Survey
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Online Survey Instructions:
Open your desired browser. Internet Explorer is the recommended browser. Netscape
may show some variations in layout and button names.
Enter one of the URLs below in the address line for Internet Explorer or location line for
Netscape starting with the http.
The preferred URL; hUp://gcsu210221 .gcsu.edu/survey
The backup URL: http:.'/survey.kwlink.com
The sites have a logon that requires the following user name and passwords.
The User Name for each site is: survey (lowercase)
The Password for each site is: survey (lowercase)
If Domain is shown leave it blank for each site.
Internet Explorer will show domain; Netscape will show only User name and password.
Internet Explorer Netscape

After completing the sign-on screen, press the OK button to continue. Please follow the
instructions on each page of the site to complete the survey. When you have finished,
click the submit button at the end of the survey. You will receive a form confirmation
page showing the information you entered. If you desire you may print this page by
selecting the print button on your browser. Close the browser when complete. Do noi
return to the form unless you wish to reenter data. The fonn will reset upon return.
Thank you again for completing the survey online.
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Appendix F. Letter of Approval from 1RB

Georgia Southern University
Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs
Institutional Review Board (IRB)
Phone: 912-681-5465
Fax: 912-681-0719

OvTsight@gasou.edu

P.O. Box 8005
Statesboro, GA 30460-8005

To:

Howard C. Woodard
Leadership, Technology and Human Development

Cc:

Michael D. Richardson, Faculty Advisor
Leadership, Technology and Human Development

From:

Mr. Neil Garretson, Coordinator/"
Research Oversight Committees (IACUC/IBC/IRB)

Date:

June 24, 2002

Subject:

Status of Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research

On behalf of the Institutional Review Board (IRB), I am writing to inform you that we have completed the review of
your Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in your proposed research, "The Relationship between
Planning and Information Systems Success in Higher Education." It is the determination of the Chair, on behalf of
the Institutional Review Board, that your proposed research adequately protects the rights of human subjects. Your
research is approved in accordance with the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects (45 CFR
§46101(b)(2)), which states:
(2) Research involving the use of ...survey procedures, interview procedures (as long as)
(i) information obtained (either) is recorded in such a marmer that human subjects eae (cannot) be
identified, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects, aed (or) (ii) any disclosure of the
human subjects' responses outside the research could (not) reasonably place the subjects at risk of
criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subjects' financial standing, employability, or
reputation.
However, this approval is conditional upon the following revisions and/or additions being completed prior the
collection of any data:
1. Please submit additional methodological details regarding your web-based data collection methods.
Specifica'Iy, what steps will be taken to a) ensure that participants have viewed and agreed to the consent
document; and b) ensure that the questionnaire cannot be viewed/submitted with first agreeing to the consent
document'1
2. Please submit additional sampling methodological details. Specifically, how are you proposing to identify
potential research participants.
Jf you have any questions, comments, or concerns about these conditions of approval, please do not hesitate to
i.omct the IRB Coi .rlinator. Please send a copy of all revised and/or additional materials tc the IRB Coordinator at
iie Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs (PO Box 8005).
This IRB approva! is in effect for one year from the date of this letter. If at the end of that time, there have been
'io changes to the exempted research protocol, you may request an extension of the approval period for an additional
year. In the interim, please provide the IRB with any information concerning any significant adverse event,
whether or not it is believed to be related to the study, within five working days of the event. In addition, if a
change or modification of the approved methodology becomes necessary, you must notify the IRB Coordinator
prior to initiating any such changes or modifications. At that time, an amended application for IRB approval may
be submitted. Upon completion of your data collection, please notify the IPB Coordinator so that your file may be
closed.

Georgia Southern University
Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs
Institutional Review Board (IRB)
j Phone: 912-681-5465
! Fax: 912-681-0719

P.O. Box 8005
OvTsight@gasou.edu Statesboro, GA 30460-8005

To:

Howard C. Woodard
Leadership, Technology and Human Development

Cc:

Michael Richardson, Faculty Advisor
Leadership, Technology and Human Development

From:
Date:

June 25, 2002

Subject:

Status of Conditional IRB Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research

The Institutional Review Board (IRE) Committee has received your revised and/or additional application materials
for the approved research titled, 'The Relationship between Planning and Information Systems Success in Higher
Education." You have satisfactorily met the conditions of your Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, as
detailed in the June 24, 2002 approval letter.
Please remember that this approval is in effect for one year (6/24/02 - 6/24/03) and if at the end of that time there
have been no substantive changes to the approved methodology, you may request a one year extension of the
approval period.
Good luck with your research efforts, and if you have any questions, comments, or concerns about the status of your
approval, please do not hesitate to contact me.

